04/0007/2003—05 


9TRcf 



REGD. No. DL (N) 04^)007/2003h-OS 


419IMH 

(Baxette of <3iidia 


om 


n rfl ra iw ^ 

PUBUSHED BY AVTHmtnY 


WEEKLY 


F. 48 ] 23—^*W®8T 29, 2003, ?lPWT/3WPWOr 2—9#mW8T 8, 1925 

Na 48]Ni:WMXHI»NOVmBi»23-^4OVlMM»»;2003,SAnMMy/AaAHA»^ 


^ vnr if t ^ ^ TOT ^ 

Separate Paging is given to tUs Part in<Hrdertliatit nuy befbcd as ateparatecomiMlation 


VPT n—11^3—"^iT-^TOCn) 
PART n—SectMHi 3—S^b-8ectH» (ii). 


Stateitory Orders and Notincations Issued by the Miidterie8<tftlie Goverantent of India 
(O^r Ihwi tbe lifinistry of Defence) 


^91 ’ifSHHd 

( <T'4W feMIM ) 

__ - - - __*_ 

W<tMii aiTfBlf 

10 ftww, 2003 

^o3iro 3274 *—3{|44»< 1961 ^ ^?RT 120 ^ (1) 3|hc (2) SRT'3’^ W^T 

^ ^ ?Tf«Rraf ^tNW TT8IT%=?[k ^^^ 3TfV^J^9T. 206/2003 27-8-2003 ^ 3?5W»r^ ^"5^ 

<>iiM<?)< 4>I'4) i<nq^5Ki fn^5fi (3) "^'3f^9TflSRT 

341^^' "PT "3^ SRT 'W^fl ^ ^ tNW ■# 1 -7-|2003 

^'^■3^^'WT.'^.9T. %f (2) vifHifWfl ■3'W5T ^'9tfV*l>K i| I 




9>. 9T. fN?T 3?ra^ 

’flwTT 3tTV4fw T9T^ 3T*fVf4 

444t(?W ^ 


'9>T WPT 





^l^frp4*hK'|' 



(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


1. 3iPwi:3?f^a8i#nTi-2(4), 

%^9i9TPr’m, 

-4^-682018 - 


3466 GI/2003 


(7369) 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) 


2 . 


4. 


5. 


6 . 


8^ 


9. 


12 . 


(3) 

3TT^m 3Tf^?2FR^ ^-3, 


_ _ *\ f ^ 

«TF1^ 'Sira^iRl 


(4) 

3IFPBT 

^ir#FT,\^ 


-it 


P*ART U—Sec. 3{ii)] 

( 5 ) _ 

%3m^?T-'S^-15-3 


air^ 

%5^ 

?it5yiT 

^&^-SS^-11-11 

3R[F[^ arteifl ■^-2( 2), 

W 

^RPlfcFT, 

?nw^ Tt^lR HHT, 
^^-680001 

%3nWpT-‘5i5^~22-2 

<HH<=h< 3lfV<4)Ri c(l4~1, 

*- -f^^ - _f *v 

■qi^FRnS-678014 

%8mi?^-'¥«P^-2S-1 

3TFT^ ( 3 ), 

^BtpR^-673001 

-3 

3TFT^ ■?^T^-2, 


^Kl^^Sag^-33-12 



' 

31Fm ^-2( 2), 

ofTTTUJ^ 

^nn^-670006 

%3^1^--5ic^-42-2 

a^FTSR a#f^ 1, 

^Rrarnts 

5f|PT®FR «FT*?f?T*T, 

' ■^RR>?r5--671l2V 

^»<>n<mrf“<5*^^42”11 

3TFm 3Tfllsi>T^ 1 ( 3 ), ' 

5RFiaR 

^fpcrfeiTR, 

, 1^1?35m^-69S003 

%3TR1^-W*J751-3 

3TF1^ 3TfV^ ^-3, 

=hlcTlM 

3Tm>t wrf^, 

'=FR, 

5lR**«ici tie, 
<^l<r<HH-691 001 

%37Kt^^-‘S5^-53-3 




L^Ii- 


MmTtfJTTmsf: 2003/3^^*18, 1925 7371 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) (5) ! 

13. 


"^-i, 













cIM 5fiw4i 




^^1^«R-686001 

14. 


3Tm5rjT3Tfii?^^-i, 





WT, 




3n^r3*TT-688001 

15. 



3TFT^>R ^'»iK»<ei-'S«<r*f63f'1 















- . . : 

fty?^^-689101 


%m-7/2000H)1 ] 

f^F^, ^piFfmi 3nfw 


MBSKTEKY OF FINANCE 

(Department of Revenue) 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMmONER OF INCOME TAX 
Kochi, the 10th September, 2003 

S,0,3274.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section( 1) and (2) of Section 120 of the Inc»me Tax Ad, 
1961, and all other powers enabling him in this behalf and in pursuance (rf the Notification issued by the Central Boai4 of 
Direct Taxes in Notification No. 206/2003 dated 27-8-2003, the Chief Commissioner of Income Tax, Cochin, herd^^ ciders 
that the Income tax Officers mentioned in Column (3) of the Schedule hereto annexed diall exercise residual jurisdiction 
ox'er the new Pan Applicants, who appfy for PAN on or after 1-7-2003, wherever jurisdiction is not clear in their respective 
stations mentioned in colunm (2), until such time as the first return of income filed by such allottees (PANJ^pIicantii) is 
processed. 

SCHEHVLE 


SI. 

No. 

Station in Kerala 
where IT offices 
are located 

Officer nominated to have 
jurisdiction over residual 
category of new PAN 
Applicants 

Office Address 

AOCQDE 

(1) 

(2) 

a 


(5) 

1. 

Emakulam 

ITO, Ward-2(4), Emakulam 

Income Tax Cffiice, C.R. Building, 

I. S. Press Road, Kochi-682018 

KRL-W. 12-4 

2. 

Aluva 

TTO, Ward-3, Aluva 

Income Tax Office, KAP 

Commercial Complex, R.S. Road, 
Aluva-683101 

KRL-W.15-3 

3. 

Mattancherr}' 

ITO, Ward-1, Mattancherry 

Income Tax Office, Ashoka Building, 
Chakkanattu Junction, Kochi-5 

KJU--W. 13-n 

4. 

Thodupuzha 

ITO, Ward-1, Thodupuzha 

Income Tax Office, M^ihima Towers, 
Temple Road, Thodupuzha 

KRL-W. 11-11 

5. 

Tlnissur 

ITO, Ward-2 (2), Thrissur 

Income Tax Office, Sh^cthan 
ThampuranNa^, Thrissur-680001 

KRL-W 22-2 

6. 

Palakkad 

ITO, Ward-1, Palakkad 

Income Tax Office, English ChurchRd., 
Palakkad-678014 

KRL-W. 25-1 
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_(l) 

(2) 

0 


(5) 

7. 

Kozhikode 

rro. Ward-1(3), Kozhikode 

Income Tax Office, Mananchira, 
Kozhaco(fe-67300l 

KRL-W.31-3 

8. 

Timr 

lTO,Waid-2,Tirur 

Income Tax Office, TariffBazag 

T.H. Road, Tirur 

KRL-W. 33-12 

9. 

Kannur 

ITO, Ward-2 (2). Kannur 

Income Tax Office, Sahana ^iditorium, 
Melechowa, Kannur-670006 

KRL-W.42-2 

10. 

Kasaragod 

ITO, Ward-1, Kasaragod 

Income Tax Office, Vidhya Nagar, 
Kasaragod-671121 

KRL-W. 42-11 

11. 

Trivandrum 

ITO, Ward-1{3). Trivandrum 

Income Tax Office, Aayakar Bhavan, 
Kmydiar, Trivandruni-695003 

KRL-W. 51-3 

12. 

Kollam 

ITO, Ward-3, Kollam 

Income Tax Office, Sreeneelapadam 
Buildings, Parameswar Nagar, 

Hospital Road, Kdlam-691001 

KRL-W. 53-3 

13. 

Koltayam 

ITO, Ward-1, Kottayam 

Income Thx CMRce, Ihd>lic Library 
Building, Lai Bahadur Sastri Rd, 
Kottayam-686001 

KRL-W 61-1 

14. 

Alleppey 

ITO, Waid-1, Alleppey 

Income Tax Office, Aayakar Bhavan, 
Al^)uzha-688001 

KRL-W. 62-1 

15. 

Thini valla 

no. Ward-1, Thimvalla 

I Qomne Tax Office, Ennikattil Estate, 

KRL-W 63-1 • 


_ SCS Junctkm, TWiiivalla-689101 

[Na CC/CHN/PR.JUR-7/2000-01] 
B.M. JINDEL, Chief Commissioner of Income Tax 

11 2003 

^.3ir. 3275.—1962%f^Pm2T? 

1961 10(23--^) 20^^ 2003-2004 ^ 2004-2005 

(3) ■^‘■dfetiRsio ■3?m/'a?i?ii[i|ct) <iHs6H I 

2. ^ % 3T#T t % :— 

(i) ■ 3 ?m/ 3 Tt?itfw 1952 % ■Pm 2^: % ^ i96i «im 

10(23-^) 3^tT^TO3fT^WT ^^, 

(ii) ^ ^rfw^ ^^MShH :— 

(^) 3T«n^ 

(^) laMi ^ m WTt•?T«naniw Pt'iiHrei^l, i962%i^2'5%'3^fm(7)SRi'w 

(fT) 3ii«ioh< rn<4Miq<r(X 1962 % rn<<M 2^. Pim*i (7) 

(■Ef) f^J^31-3-2006^'f%^'3?qT^^^-^'3mWT^tl 

3. 3^/ 3i^gj)R r » t :— 

Miq< ■f^., 1005, 10^ cT^ A^i*icn ^1^, 211, IPt’’sH^'TTFf, H<1 hH '5*aT^-400021 

^ nt^PTTt f^f^-3TF?r ■^‘ "7^ 520 ^ i 

(^.^. 205/5/20023TT^^T^-II) 

[3Tf%n5^284/2003/(205/5/2002-3fTF?^ R-II) ] 

( 3TP?5R f*T.-II) 




[’iFTn—"sns 3(ii)] 


VnST ^ 29, 2003/3ra?m 8, 1925 
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CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECTXAXES 

New Delhi, the 11th November, 2003 

S.0.3275.—It is notified for general information that enterprise/industrial undertaking, listed at para (3) belo^ 
has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of section 10(23G) of the Income-tax Act, 1961, read witi 
rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962, for the asse^m^t years 2002-2003,2003-2004 and 2004-2005. 

2. The approval is subject to the condition that— 

(i) The enter]nise/industrial undertaking will conform to and oonq)ly with the provisions of section 10(23G) of 
the Income-tax Act, 1961, read with rule 2E of the Inoome-4ax Rules, 1962; 

(ii) The Ceittral GovenuneiU shall withdraw this approval if the enterprise/industrial undertaking:— 

(a) Ceases to cany on infrastructure facility; or 

(b) foils to maintain books of account and get such accounts audited by an accountant as required by 
sub-rule (7) of rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962; or 

(c) foils to furnish the audit report as required sub-rule (7) of rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

(d) foilstobegingen^atingpowerby3I-3-2006. 

3. The enterprise/industrial undntddng approved is— 

M/s. X^magiri Power Goieration Ltd, 1005,10th Floor Dalamal Towers, 211, Free Press Colony, Journal Maig, 
Nariman Point, Mumbai-400021 for their project 520 MW gas based power project at Vemagiri, East Godavari District, 
Andhra Pradesh.(F. No. 205/5/2002-ITA-II) 

[Notification No. 284/2003/(F. No. ^05/5/2002-ITA-II)] 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (ITA-II) 


^ fe#, 11 2003 

3276.—‘111 ■*!!!■ f fah 1962 %'PPW 

2^ ‘% gffilfWT, 1961 ^^r<riO(23“'B)%lPTr5HT4^fo«^ 2004-2005, 2005-2006 2006-2007 % 

(i) 1962 % 25. % 5m 1961 ^ ^ 

10(23-5) % ^*11 "Oiii 

(5r) 5n?iT otfb'Mf *4)1 hsT 1962 % 25 % "3^ ( 7 ) ’mr 

SKI oitil ^ ‘'rNh «iKini %, 

( 5 ) 1962 %fwt 2'5%'3^'fWT (7) ^5«IT 3(T^foRT"^50 

tl 


3. 3T54rf^5CR/a^l«ilPl4i ^ 

■^5^ (■’j4 HtH '^5^ f4f<r€U ^^i4« 

fte, ^5*?% Wff 17-15/95/4t.-q5.-11/4515 fctTO 7-11-97% -tniR •qft*rS^ 

%5-2, 5»n:, 160055 (5515) % 515 5T f%5T 55T 51 (55. 5, 205/42/98-anT55R 

14.11 TSl^II) 

[3114^5551^, 282/2003/(5Sr.U 205/42/98-3TT55Rl4.-n-'Sri5lI)] 

WTbfTTpiT, 14^55? (3TFm14.-II ) 
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New Delhi, the 11th Noveiriber, 2003 

S. O. 3276.—It IS notified for general information that enterprise/industrial undertaking, listed at para (3) below 
h.is been approved by the Cenlral Government for the purpose of section 10(23G) of the Income-tax Act, I%1 readwith 

rule 2h ol the I ncome-UL\ Rules, 1962, for the assessment yean; 2004-2005,2005-2006 and 2006r2007. 

2, The approval is subject to the condition that— 


(i) The enterprise/industrial undertaking will conl'orm to and Com|rfy with the provisions of section 10(23G) of 
the Income-tax Act, 1961, read w'ith rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962; 

(ii) The Central Government shall \\'ithdraw this approval if the enterprise/industrial undertaking:_ 

(a) Ceases to cany on infrastructure facility; or 

(b) fails to maintain books of account and get such accounts audited by an accountant as required by 
sub-rule (7) of rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962; or 

(c) fails to furnish the audit report as required by sub-rule (7) of rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

3 . The entcrprisc/industrial undertaking approved is— 

M/s HFCL Infotcl Ltd. (FormerK M/s. The InvestmentTrust of India Lld)Mashkur Building, No. 1, Kaishnama 
Road. Niigambakkam, Chennai for their project ol providing Telephone services in Punjab Circle'vide licence 
No. 17-l?/9,')/BS-II/Punjab dated 7-11-97. The approval was last made in the mame of M/s. 
HFCL Infotel Ltd. with address C-25, Industiial Area, Phase 2, SAS Nagar, Mohali-1*60055 (Punjab) 
(F. No. 205/42/98/ITA-I-Vol.II). v j / 


[Nc»tificationNo. 282/2003/(F. No. 205/42/1998-ITA-II(W. II))] 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (ITA.II) 

^ 11 2003 


3277.-3tft^ arfqfim, 1961 

Rciq^SK! 14-3-2001 57/2001 ^ 21-9-2001 ^ 301/2001 SR I 

%• -5^^ -4’ PiHfdrycI "I | 

^ ^ f^f^, 224, ^J^T^-700017 

i'l'Tbl H'll 3 TrtTrite, 9717^ 


283/2003/(971.^. 205/23/2000-ePn99Rf%.-II)] 


CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, tire 11th November, 2003 

S.O. 3277.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (23G) of SecUon 10 of the Income tax Act, 1961, the 
Central Go\ eminent hcrcb> makes the follow ing correction in the name and style of the project (rf the enterimse approved 
vide Notification No. 37/2001 dated 14-3-2001 and corrected by Notification No. 301/200 Ida ted 21-9-2001. 

2 In para 3 of the Notification referred to above, the name of the enterprise and the project shall be corrected to 
read as— 

M/s Bengal Peerless Housing Dev elopment Company Ltd., Krishna Building, 224, AJC Bose Road, IndFloor, 
Calcutta-700017 for their project of Development of Anupama Building Complext Phase II on VIP Road 

Calcutta." 


[Notification No. 283/2003/(F. No. 205/23/20(X)/rrA-II)] 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (rrA.-II) 
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M 14 2003 y 

(ainrajT) 

^o3ffo 3278—Ml 4|Mf f 1%%!5 OT lism# 'S^ 

cjRrrHnsfl srPTOT i962 6 %^’ife?! stppr srf^fwr, i96i # *iKi 35 ^ (i 

(ii) jNt % gT?r^ PtHPrifia^i 71(1!% 3s?Mh Mrmf 

(i) apT^ <<)l^*fttr1IMf %%13[^sn ^ 

(ii) si^cb ^ MfdftM f^ <iiM f<<i4 3i 3T »tq i 

■ 9 ^ ^5iiPiq> 3fh; 3il«lf*iq> ar^tilB fwp * i«n)eii'*il ^ ni<rtiVl10016 ^ 

(iii) ii*ill^'^ PiqK'*! '*ifq«hiO ^'^iRiRsRT 'Sih^ 

qini«t) PToft TIRt ?r«?T 3PT^ 'iT^^^f!'^ 1961 ■^*IRI35^ 

■3WtT (1) % 3T?pf?r 'SI^ ^ 3IPIT^ «PI ^ TIT^ ^ ^ T^ 3lfiT ^**Wi '9X 

aifWT ^ ^ (^) a!TP1^ (1^), 10, rnfeiriei t, Wff 7f^, ^JPWtIT-700071, W "^tM, 

^'illf^^ 1?TT "Mpt 1t«IT (’P) (^) ^ 'SR^'Sb ’’^4 3l ^ 

^ -jrep I 

sFR^T. -m^ ^ ■'iw - sHqr«i f»i^ ^^rtMgWTiwrafrt T 

- — ----—„— -^----— - - _,.—^-■ : - - , ._ .; —■; ■ ■ — - ■ ——rp 

1. ’f)K Min, 1-4-1999 A 31-3-2001 

6, ^ ■ 5 ft ^ ^ %#-1 1 0003 

;—3Tfirt3(f^ ^ ^ ^ T5n?ft t % ^ % iq1c6<m % (dH fliH •^' > 3 ^ ^ H ^ grmr 

^flfT^/^frrq^ 1^^?r2F (^) ^ ^ i ^ aIh jcrdifi 

3fk 3755[?«Tn fWT'^ I 

294/2003/(mU 203/31/2002-31F1^f^-n)] 

#fhn ^, Pf^ 7 w> 

NewDelM,the i4thN(n'eiite; 2(K)3 

mcamTAx^ 

S.O. 3278.—It is hereby notified for general information that the organisation mentioned below has been 
approved by the Central Government for the period mentioned below, for the purpose of clause (ii) of Sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961, read with Rule 6 of the Income tax Rules, 1962 under the category "Associatioa** 
subject to the following conditions ;-— * 

(i) The notified Association shall manikin s^arate boolCs of account for its research activities; 

(ii) The notified Association shall furnish the Annual Return of its scientific research activities to the Secretary, 
Department of Scientific & Industrial Research 'Technology Bhawan' New Mehrauli Road, 
New Delhi-110016 for every financial year on or b^ore 31 st May of each year; 

(iii) The notified Association shall submit, on behalf of the Central Government to (a) the Director General of 
Income-tax (Exemptions),! 0, Middleton Row, 5di Roor, Calcutta-700071, (b) the Secretary; Dtejiartment of 
Sciendfik: & Industiial Research, and (c)^ ComitiissicmeT of IiKXiine-tax^}ueGtor of liicome4ax(^xraiq]|ib|is) 
having jurisdiction over the organisation, on or before the 31st Octobo* each year, a copy of its audtj|ed 
Annual Accounts and also a copy of audited Income & Expenditure Account in respect of its resealch 
activities for which exemption was granted under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 5 of Income-tax Act, 1961 in 
addition to the return of Income tax to the designated assessing officer. 
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Name of t he organisation approved Period for which notification is effective 

M/s. Centre for Materials for Electronics Technology, Electronics M-I999 to 31-3-2001 

Niketan, 6, CGO Complex, Lodhi Road, NewDeUu-110003. 


Notes: 

Department of Scientific and Industrial Research. 

[Notification No. 294/2003/(F. No. 203/231/2002-/ITA-1I] 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (ITA-ID 

(4ff^wnr) 

21 2003 

'^.311. 3279.—^ viiVi Pqcrjm ^1981 (1981 ^61)'®R^«fRr6^'39^(2) 

(1) %^(^) afri ^ 7 (1) ^31^ vi[^4f^^ 

<<n<VSKI 

^^•^^5!d^31-12-2005 26,000/-^. (1^) 

et)Wl't I 


The notified Association is advised to apply in triplicates as well in advance for renewal of the approval to 
the Central Government through the Conunissioiier of Income-tax/Director of Inctxne-tax (Exemptions) having 
jurisdiction. Three copies of the application for renewal (ff amroval shall also be sent directly to the Secretary 


[9iT. ti. 7/1/2003-'4t.3it.I] 


(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(Banking Division) 

New Delhi, the 21st November, 2003 

S.O. 3279.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of Sub-section (1) of Section 6 read with 
Siib-scction (2) thereof and Sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Develc^ment 
Act, 1981 (61 of 1981), the Central Government, in consultation with ReserveBank of India, herein aj^ints Smt. Ranjana 
Kumar, presently Chairperson and Managing Director, Indian Bank as Chairperson, National Bank for Agriculture and 
Rural Development (NABARD) in the pay scale of Rs. 26000/.(fixed) with effect from the date of taking charge of the post 
till she attains the age of 60 years i.e. upto 31-12-2005 or until further orders, whichever event occurs the earliest. 

[F.NO.7/1/2003-B.O.I] 

_ _ RAMESHCHAND, Under Secy. 


li4Hd 

('jB'H 4im ) 

^ 15 2003 

3280.—25-5/2003--^3?l^f^^ 4/18-8-2003 -51^ 

afkll I 

[■ii. 25-5/2003-Rrl3Tr^] 


I 




['IRII—3(ii)] 


W^mTTSm : 29, 2003/3ra^m 8, 1925 


4i»il fHnT-4 3PRff-2003 

arr^toiftirr 

(IT. 5000/- % % 1c^ ) 
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^ Wt- 4 3Tn^-2003 ^ 

(T=r. 5000/-Tft fiKfH ) 
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— 

— 

65 

52 

51 

52 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

75 

59 

52 

53 

— 

'— 

— 

— 

— 

89 

66 

53 

34 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

76 

54 

55 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

90 

55 
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MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

(Departmeot (rf’Posts) 

(Directorate cf PIT) 

New Delhi, the 15th October, 2003 

S.O. 3280.—In supersession of the Table I &II of Rule 5 ofPOIF Rules sent vide Notification No. 25-5/2003+LI 
dated 4/18-8-2003, the president is pleased to send revised Tables I & H of the rforesaid Rule for the age of entry betw^n 
19 & 55 years. 

[NO.25-5/2003-U1 

V PATI, Dy. General Manager 

TABLED 

Post Office Insurance Fund—Premiums in Force from the 4th August-2003 

Whole Life Assurances 



(Monthly Premiums for an Assurance of Rs. 5000/-) 

Age at Entr>’ 


Premium ceasing at the age of 


Age at Entry 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) . 

(5) 


55 

58 

60 


19 

8 

7 

7 

19 

20 

8 

8 

7 

20 

21 

8 

8 

8 

21 

22 

8 

8 

8 

22 

23 

9 

8 

8 

23 

24 

9 

9 

8 

24 

25 

9 

9 

9 

25 

26 

9 

9 

9 

26 

27 

10 

9 

9 

27 

28 

10 

10 

9 

28 

29 

11 

10 

10 

29 

‘30 

11 

11 

10 

30 

31 

12 

11 

11 

31 

32 

12 

12 

11 

32 

33 

13 

12 

12 

33 

34 

14 

13 

12 

34 

35 

14 

13 

13 

35 

36 

15 

14 

13 

36 

37 

16 

15 

14 

37 

38 

17 

16 

15 

38 

39 

18 

16 

16 

39 

40 

19 

17 

16 

40 

41 

21 

18 

17 

41 

42 

23 

20 

18 

42 

43 

25 

21 

19 

43 

44 

27 

23 

21 

44 

45 

30 

24 

22 

45 

46 

33 

27 

24 

46 

47 

38 

29 ' 

26 

47 

48 

42 

32 

28 

48 

49 

49 

35 

30 

49 

50 

59 

40 

33 

50 

51 

— 

49 

41 

51 

52 

— 

57 

46 

52 

53 

■ — 

67 

52 

53 

54 

— 

— 

59 

54 

55 

— 

— 

70 

55 
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lABLE^I 

Post Office Insurance Fund—Premiums in Force from the 4th August-2003 

Endowment Assurances 

(Monthly Premiums for an Assurance of Rs. 5000/-) 


Age at Entn 




Maturity Age 




Age at Entry 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 


35 

40 

45 

50 

55 

58 

60 


19 

26 

19 

15 

12 

10 

9 

9 

19 

20 

27 

20 

16 

13 

10 

10 

9 

20 

21 

29 

21 

16 

13 

11 

10 

9 

. 21 

22 

32 

22 

17 

14 

11 

10 

10 

22 

23 

35 

24 

18 

14 

12 

10 

10 

23 

24 

38 

26 

19 

15 

12 

11 

10 

24 

25 

42 

27 

20 

16 

13 

11 

11 

25 

2(> 

47 

29 

21 

16 

13 

12 

11 

26 

27 

53 

32 

22 

17 

14 

12 

12 

27 

28 

61 

35 

24 

18 

14 

13 

12 

28 

29 

72 

38 

26 

19 

15 

13 

13 

29 

30 

86 

42 

28 

20 

16 

14 

13 

30 

31 

— 

47 

30 

21 

17 

15 

14 

31 

32 

— 

53 

32 

23 

17 

15 

14 

32 

33 

— 

61 

35 

24 

18 

16 

15 

33 

34 

— 

72 

38 

26 

19 

17 

15 

34 

35 

— 

86 

42 

28 

20 

18 

16 

35 

36 

— 

— 

47 

30 

22 

19 

17 

36 

37 

— 

— 

53 

32 

23 

20 

18 

37 

38 

— 

— 

61 

35 

25 

21 

19 

38 

39 

— 

— 

72 

39 

26 

22 

20 

39 

40 

— 

— 

87 

43 

28 

23 

21 

40 

41 

— 

— 

— 

48 

30 

25 

22 

41 

42 

— 

— 

— 

54 

33 

27 

24 

42 

43 

— 

— 

— 

62 

36 

29 

25 

43 

44 

— 

— 

— 

72 

39 

31 

27 

44 

45 

— 

— 

— 

87 

43 

33 

29 

45 

46 

— 

— 

— 

— 

48 

36 

31 

46 

47 

— 

— 

— 

— 

55 

40 

34 

47 

48 

— 

— 

— 

— 

63 

44 

37 

48 

49 

— 

— 

— 

— 

73 

49 

40 

49 

50 

— 

— 

— 

— 

88 

55 

44 

50 

51 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

65 

52 

31 

52 

— 

— 

— 

— 

' — 

75 

59 

52 

53 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

89 

66 

53 

54 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

76 

54 

55 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

90 

55 


[ *nn II—Tgrj g 3(ii).] • 29, 2003/3qw?m,8, 1925 _ 7381 

. ^ fe#. 7 W5IT, 2003 

■giToSITo 3281.—10 31-03-1999 

'Jilq'1 «ihn^ ^qai3(Tf % *|5rqiq)’i % H5iri^*;fi«h, ‘ST^tJtJ ^3T«raT nfinq^nii % <»)i<*i 

«pfl' llll*fl“i q1*ii MTRiRiqT ■'K 31-3-1999 ^*11x1 % fci^, (^*^RiRa<i ^ ^ Mia*=taT ql'iM ^ 

41hI MlTc^IRft ^fiT UcfiK 

(i) •Su'jTlq’i q1*ii q"l+ii ^.iHfi % yRi 5 '»ik "9^ 60/-"^. 

(ii) «flTn w TR^Tif^ «f|Tn ti%% ^ ^ so/-"^. 

'Jtli^MI I t 

3. (tpf) 2028 Rnieb 03-11-2003 %3prf?T'5rr<T I 

[u 5-2/2003-04/T^^13Tlfl 
"^Rt, ■3R 


New Delhi the 7th November, 2003 

S.O. 3281,—In exercise of powers conferred vide Rule 10 of Post Office Insurance Fund Rules and on the 
basis of actuarial valuation of the assets and liabilities of the Rural Post Office Life Insurance Fund 
as on 31-03-1999, the Director General. Posts, is pleased to declare a Simple Reversionary Bonus on the Rural Postal Life 
Insurance Policies on their becoming claims, due to death or maturity at the following rates for the year ending 31-03-1999;— 
Type of Insurance Policy Rate of Bonus 

(i) Whole Life Assurance Rs. 60/- per thousand of sum assured 

(ii) Endowment Assurance and Rs.50/- per thousand of sum assured 

Anticipated Endow ment Assurance ^ 

2. The amount of Bonus involving a fraction of 50 paise or more shall be rounded off to the 
next higher rupee and fraction below' 50 paise shall be ignored. 

3. This issues with the concurrence of Finance Advice (Postal) vide their Diary No. 2028 dated 
03-11-2003. 

INo. 5-2/2003-04/U] 
V PATT^ Dy. General Managpr 






M 6 2003 

oFToSlTo 3282.—(■?N«T ^^) arRrfWT 1948(1948 ^ 41"^) ^ 2 % (^) % 

^iobK i(dAfiKl ^ 06-11-2003 


[^.^. 4330/01/20q3] 
■3^ 7ra?T, 37^ 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(C.P.V. Division) 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2003. ‘ , 

S.O. 3282.— In pursuance of the clause (a) of the Section. 2-of IheDiplomatic-and Consular Officers (Oaths and 
fees) Act. 1948 (41 of 1948). the Central Government hereby authorise; Shri DalfcirSingh, Assistant in the Consulate 
General of India, Houston to perform the duties of Assistant Consular Officer ^fh effect ffpm 06-11-2003. 

[No.T4330/01/2003] 

V ’ ‘ *■ U. S..RAWAT, Under Secy. (Cons.) 


[Part II— Sec. 3(u)] 
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mRcIK 

(wmi^wT) 

11 2003 

^o3Tro 3283.~^1^1^J?^3TfqfWT, 1948(1948 ^716) 10^2 

'HkoIm r^fobr^i T^cT^JRT"5^ ^Tf^TpPIR % »1PT-I Pi*MRri(<an 

Wt t; ^TFTT: 


% WT-I ^ 7^ 39 PlMP^riatl villgl ^\y[> \\, 


39. 

6 Roll'll I 


TIT^ 3TrTT "fer 

-tfe# fer ^3g;TprfR, 


^ E=lEhrMI IT’tI 

TfFcT 3T^cTTlt #ft "^rf^ ^ 19'^!?n^, 

2003 3fk 25 2003 ^ 3T8T^ 

■^: 


(•5F) T^iT.^.T3[?T. ( ^5iS i r^4H ) 

(Ta) (MlRiil^iRecw) 


(i) ■^.^.T;r?T. (J^sl.SlP^4H) 

(ii) (4lR>Hl5iRdcw) 


[3t.^-12018/11/2003-'9l.'^.i7H.] 

1 ^. %. R%, 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health) 

(PMS Section) 

New Delhi, the lltli November, 2003 

S.O. 3283.— In exercise of the pow er conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), tile Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India, herdiy makes the following amendments in 
Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act. namely :— 


In Part“l of the Schedule against Serial Number 39, and the entries relating thereto, the following entries shall be 
added, namely :-- 


39. Kurukshctra 

Master of Dental Surgeiy^ 

(a) 

MDS (Pedodontics) 

University, 

The following Dental qualifications 


Kurukshctra University, 

Kurukshctra, 

shall be recognised qualifications in 


Kunikshetra, Haryana. 

Haiyana. 

respect of MDS students of DA.V. Centenary 

(b) 

MDS (Periodontics) 


Dental College, Yamuna Nagar, Haryana, 


Kunikshetra 


when granted on or after 19th July, 2003 and 


University, 


25th July, 2003 respectiv(dy: 


Kunikshetra 


(i) MDS(Pedodontics) 

(ii) MDS (Periodontics) 


Haryana. 


[F.No. V-12018/11/2003-PMS] 
A. K. SINGH, Under Secy. 
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«nT 43 |hm 

fe#, 3 2003 

^.3?r. 3284.— 1947 (1947 
^ 14) "aFt «IRr .17 % 3T5^^', ■?1T^ ^ 

3^T'+) 5r“5'4i % % 7T«ra: <n^ % 

rnf^ ^g g 'iflsilPisF ■^' ^<4iK 

3TfiTaBTPr 3R %T^ ("^M 

247/2001) ^ t, "ait ^ 

31 -10-2003 ^ TIM «m 

[•^i. 12025/16/2003-311^. 3IR. II)] 

■#. 3reR 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR 
New Delhi, the 3nl November, 2003 

S.O. 3284.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 247/2001) 
of the (Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-L^xmr 
Court,, Hyderabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Union Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received b^ the Central Government on 
31-10-2003. 

[No. L- 12025 / 16 / 2003 -IR (B-n)] 
C.GANGADHARAN, Under Secy 

ANNEXURE 

BEFOREtBE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRiBUNM.CUMLABOURCOURTAT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shrl E. Ismail, B, Sc., L.L.B. 
Presiding Officer 

Dated the 3rJ day^f October, 2003 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L. C.ID. Na 247/2001 
(Old I.D. No. 111/99 Transferred fiomLabour 
Court-I), Hyderabad 

BETWEEN: 

Sri B. Ranga Reddy, 

R/o Plot No. 123, CBI colony, 

GSI post office, 

Mansoorabad, Ranga Reddy District. .. Petitioner 

AND 

The Deputy General Manager, 

Union Bank of India, 

Regional Office, Jusbagh, Lata Complex, 

2nd floor, Nampalli, 

•Hyderabad-500 001. -Respondent 


APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. G. Vid^a Sagar, K. Udaya 
Sree, P. Sudheer Rao, E. Urmila i 
& B. Shivakumar, Advocates ^ 

For the Respondent: M/s. C. R Sridharan, G. Narend^ 
Reddey & G. Rama Subba Rao, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

TWs case I.D. No. 111/99 is transferred from Labo^ 
Court-I, Hyderabad in view of the Government of India, 
Ministry ofLabour’s order No. H-11026/1/2001-I.R (C-tl) 
dated 18-10-200i and renumbered in this Cartas L.C.I.1). 
No. 247/2001. This is a case t^en imder Sec. 2 A (2) of die 

I.D. Act, 1947 in view of the judgement of the Hon’ole 
High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 
of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. CWnnappa a|id 
M/s. Ck)tton C^orporation of India and two otjiers, 

2. The brieffects as mentioned in t&tfetition arc: 
That the Petitioner was woridng as sub-staff^ Daltry with 
the Respondent. It is mentioned that the Petitioner 
appointed as sub-staff, Daftry on 27-2-1992 and wh^e 
working as Daftry with the Respondent, he received 
dismissal order No. RO/PER/1949/96 dated 19-11-96. The 
allegation against Mm was that the Petitioner is entitled 
for house building loan entered iitto agreement da^ 
20-12-93 with one Sri A. Sivareddy for thepmpose of ho^ 
situated in Pirangipuram, Guntur District. The sfid 
agreement was enclosed to the loan agreement. He 
sanctioned Rs. I lakh vide proceedings dated 30-3-1^4 
and additional loan of Rs. 75,(X)0/- vide proceedings da|ed 
30 _ 4 - 94 . The loan amount is rqi^able in 240 monthly e(|]al 
tngtalme nt s Accordingly a sum of Rs. 1,75,000/- is gi^n 
ill fevour of Sri A. Siva Reddy. The Petitioner’s wife st^ 
as guarantor for the above loan amount. The Petitioijner 
has also given an undertaking dated 13-4-1994 for 
withdrawing the balance amount from his Provident F^nd 
Account in die event the loan is not cleared. The P^itioher 
was placed under suspension vide order dated 8-1 -96 ^lat 
the loan could not be recovered from 1-1/2 years an^ it 
was found that on earlier occasion in the year 1987 he ^d 
applied for loan which was not sanctioned. But, he 
managed to get the housing loar. fiaudulently withput 
any undertaking any transfer of property and that 4he 
said amount was utilized in the money lending business. 
Enquiry was conducted and he was dismissed. Hence^ it 
is prayed that the order of dismissal dated 19-11-9^ is 
wholly illegal and unjustified and consequently pass an 
award directing the Respondent to reinstate the Petitioner 
into service with back wages. 

3. A counter was filed stating that the Petitioner 
wMle working at Sivamtagudem branch, he applied ^r a 
loan of Rs. 1 , 75 , 000 /-forthe purpose of purdiase of Hquse 
No. 2/62, Reddy Colony, Phirangipuram Mandal, Chu^tur 
District from one Mr. Avula Siva Reddy, value of w|ich 
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was shown as Rs. 2 lakhs by submitting a purported sale 
agreement, encumbrance certificate, receipt in proof of tax 
paid, sanctioned/approved, plan, certificate of ownership 
issued by the MRO, certificate from Gram Panehayat, etc., 
as required by the Respondent bank for the purpose of 
processing and sanctioning the housing loan. Accordingly, 
Rs 1.75.()(K)/- was paid to him. It was directed that an amount 
Rs. 556/- and Rs, 1,005/- be deducted from the month of 
May, 1994 towards the Model Housing Loan and 
Commercial Loan respectively, as stipulated in the 
sanctioned. However, the same were missing and there 
could not be any recovery from May, 1994 till October, 
1995. Then, it was found that neither the Petitioner had 
made any payment nor created mortgage in favour of the 
bank. The Respondent bank has taken up the matter by 
way of a preliminary enquiry with the MRO, Phirangipuram, 
who declared that the purported certificate is concocted 
one and it does not bear the signature of Mr. Shaik Mira, 
the then MRO. In view of the discrepancies the 
Respondent enquired with the President of Gram 
Panehayat, Phirangipuram, who also confirmed that the 
certificate dated 21-1-94 is fabricated as there is no type¬ 
writer available in the office of the Gram Panehayat and 
the same is not signed by Sri D.V Reddy. That the 
sanctioned plan was also not issued by them. The property 
in question belongs to one Mr. A. Siva Reddy w ho inherited 
his property from his father. The question of Mr. A, Siva 
Reddy acquiring any right over the said property did not 
arise. On further enquiry, it was revealed that the entire 
purported sii\c transaction was a sham as Sri A. Siva Reddy 
is the w i fc’s brother of the Petitioner. Even the value of the 
old liouse has been inflated up only with a fraudulent and 
ulterior intention to avail Housing loan scheme. That in 
the year 1987 also he has applied for the loan on the same 
property but in view of the punishment imposed on him at 
the relevant time he had not been sanctioned. After, seven 
years, he got the housing loan sanctioned on the same 
property b> producing false and fraudulent documents. 
That the Petitioner is enga^d in money lending business 
at exorbitant rates and doing so even with the staff 
members of the bank anMhc housing loan sanctioned to 
him was also put to usM)y the Petitioner in the money 
lending transactions without getting the property 
transferred in his name. An enquiry' was conducted and 
he was rightly dismissed. As there is no evidence that the 
Petitioner ntili/cd the amount in his money lending 
business. Tins Court by an order dated 28th October, 2002 
held that the domestic enquiry' is validly conducted. 

4 The only point is w hether any sympathy can be 
show n by iiw oking Sec. 11 A. It is argued by the Learned 
Counsel for the Petitioner argued that afterall the Petitioner 
has not duped. Only taken a housing loan which could 
not be fnictificd. Hence, at best he should have been put 
a penal interest and the dismissal is disproportionate to 
the alleged offence by him. He therefore prays that he may 
be directed to be reinstated w'ith all terminal benefits. 


5. The Learned Counsel for the Respondent argues 
that it is not a fit case to exercise powers linder Sec. 11 A 
as he has duped the bank by showing his own brother-in- 
law, that is, wife’s brother’s house falsifying all the 
documents and not getting it executed. Hent^, he is guilty 
of creating fabricated documents taking a loan under a 
concessional scheme. Hence, the order of the dismissal 
dated 19-11 -1996 may be i4)held. 

6 . It may be seen that the Petitioner was appointed 
as sub-staff on 27-2-82, then he was working as a ‘Daftry’ 
and was dismissed on 19-11-96. He has produced all false 
certificates and obtained the loan of Rs. 1,75,000/- and 
again did not pay even a single pie for quite some time. 
The bank has lost confidence in him. In fact, he has 
falsified all the documents and took a House loan. It may 
be seen no doubt no loss is caused to any body else. 
Yet, the Petitioner has availed the loan of Rs. 1,75,000-. He 
did not pay the loan at all. The property in question actually 
belongs to one Sri Siva Reddy who did not have any right 
in the said property. The said Siva Reddy is the wife’s 
brother of the Petitioner. He has also inflated the value of 
the house. In fact he had tried once before also. In fact in 
the Enquiry Report he has stated that he would like to 
afford the Petitioner an opportunity for extenuating or 
mitigating circumstances under which proposed 
punishment should not be imposed on him and he was 
given an opportunity of personal hearing. But apparently, 
there is past conduct There appears to be nc^ng taking 
the Arguments loan fraudulently and he has put in service 
from 1982 and dismissed on 19-11-96 that is 24 years of 
service. So, I am of tte opinion that the order of dismissal 
can be converted into that of compulsory retirement Hcnc«, 
an<award is passed directing that the Petitioner shall be 
treated as compulsorily retired on 19-11-96-. How'ever, the 
bank is entitled to withheld loan amount and charge 
interest as chargeable to non employees of the bank 
at the rates prevalent then for housing loan to the non 
employees of the bai^ that is, customers and ar^ust the 
same towards any benefits payaUe to the Petitioner with 
interest 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Kum K. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronoimced by me on 
this the 3 rd day of October, 2003. 

E. ISMAIL, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 
Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

m. 

Documents markedfor the Respondent 
NIL 
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3285.~’3l^®tiwft^ 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ qnr 17 %’Wi'hK 
%'JR«Rnr% sIIt cb4<!r>i<f %‘^, 

aPT'sinwPT, WH 183/2002) ^ 

acft i f^ m t, ^ ^ 31-10-2003 ^ 

^STTqri 

[^. 12025/17/2003-3Rn[^. STTX. (^. II) ] 

•^ft. TfFTmrJT, 

New Delhi, the 3rd November, 2003 
S.O. 32^.—In ihirsuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
183/2002) of the Central Govemmpt Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-LabounCTourt, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Di^aite between the employers in relation 
to the management of Syndicate Bank and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
31-10-2003. 

[No. L-12025/17/2003-H( O-II)] 

C GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXUKE 

BEFORE THE OO'OIUL GO VERNMENT 
INDllSTRlAI/-TRIBlJNAL<TJlJiI-I^^ CX)URT 
AJHYimRABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIE. ISMAIL, B.Sc., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 
Dated the 22nd day of August, 2003 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE UC.LD. No. 183/2002 
(Old I.D.N 0 .90/2000 Transfiaredfrom Industrial 
Tribunal- cum-Labour Court, Anantpur) 

BETWEEN; 

Sirtt Kattannanchi Jajaramiredffy Rajakumari, 

D.No. 10594, Kaiai^ Street, 

Kattamanche, 

Chittoor-517001. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Deputy (jeneral Mana^, 

' Zonal()ffice, 

Syndicate Bank, 

Hyderabad. •• Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner ) Sri M. Manohar Reddy, 

Advbcat 

For the Respondent '. M/s. K. Srinivasa Murthy, 

P. Susheela M. Suguna, 
C. Vijayashekhar Reddy, 
L.Adibabu,B Vijayakumar& 
V. Ramesh, Advocate 


AWARD 


This case I.D. No.90/2000 is transferred fmm 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, An^tpur invifw 
of the Government of India, Ministry of Labour’s older No, 
H-11026/1/2001-IR(C-II) dated 18.10.2001 fnd 
lenumberedin this Court as L.C.I.D.N 0 .183/^002. Thi^is8 
case taken under Sec.2 A (2) of the l.D. Act, 1947 in vi^ of 
the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court ofAijidhra Pra(|^ 
reported in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 dated3.8.1995 bet^5en 
Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton Corporatio^ of 
India and two others. 


2. The brieffacts as stated in the petition are: that 

the Petitioner was appointed as clerk in the Respondent 
bank. She was discharging her duties with honesty and to 
die satirfaction of aU exmeemed. That she was issued fnth 
a chargeshert Gn4.12.1997 with the following diarg^r 

‘That you have been working as g Clerk aitbrtr 
. Chittoor branch since 22.3.19^4 and wliile 
’''^^ffinctioiung as such you made credit entries of| 

(a) Rs.4000/- in SB A/c No. 18084 pf Sri B. 

. Kumarason20.ll.96. vf 

(b> Rs.1700/- in SB A/e No. 15756 of ^mt. 

G.Syainalaon6,9.96. : ;:;.y 

(c> Rs.1300/- in SB A/c No. 18261 ofl Sri 
K.DamodarReddvason22.10.96,” i 


3. It is submitted that the SB ledgers and ^her 
records are in the custody of the concerned Persd^el 
Department during the office hours and they will 
be kept in the cabinets after office houi^. In fa^ the 
Petitipner is not the concerned persons to deal wiW the 
disi^d ledgers. Therefore, there is no scope f<j the 
Petitioner to meddle with the records. That MWl ip the 
enquiry has stated that the Petitioner has admitted (he 
lapses and agreed to reimburse the amount, there is no 
written statement in this regard. MWl has categorfcally 
admitted that there is no written admikion froi^ the 
Petitioner. Every day clerical work done by clerical staff 
and so checked and authenticated by the soperio^. AS 
perEx.Ml the superior’s auttentication was availaWjp Ex. 
M9, MIO and Ml 9 were checked and authenticated 'M per 
evidence given by MW 1. He has also categorically adiutted 
ftiat tl^re \^s no financial loss for d^t balances to be 
rambursed. Though the Management witness stated that 
The Petitioner has destroyed the master sheet pertduung 
to S B. account No. 15756, the Management has not 
produced any evidence in this regard. As the sainfc was 
not available in thebranch, MW2 concluded that th« same 
is destroyed. It i s an admitted feet that neither the bapk nor 
the customer incurred any loss. In feet, she hails ftom a 
rq)uted family, her financial position is Sound andthese 
was no reason to commit the said acts. In the domestic 
enquiry, the material witnesses were nc^ examine^. The 
enquiry oflBcer’s findings are not proper.iH^ce, shje n% 
be reinstated with all back wags etc. < 
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4. A counter w as filed. The first point in the counter 
is that this Court has got no jurisdiction under Sec.2A(2). 
No doubt, the Petitioner was appointed a's clerk in the 
Respondent bank. It was incorrect to say that she 
was doing her duties sincerely and honestly. The Petitioner 
has made fictitious debit and credit entries in the S.B. 
Account of the customers and exposed the Respondent 
bank to high financial risk. The Petitioner has also 
reimbursed the same of Rs. 1300/- to the Respondent bank 
in respect of fictitious entries made by the Petitioner in 

S.B. Account NO, 18261 of Sri K. Damodar Reddy. 
Respondent bank might not have been exposed to actual 
financial loss by the acts committed by the Petitioner but 
the act of falsifying the records and exposing the 
Respondent bank to serious financial risk shaked the 
confidence of the customers of the Respondent bank in 
the Petitioners integrity and honest}’ due to which the 
Respondent bank was forced to award the severe 
punishment of dismissal. Though the records of 
the bank were kept in the custody of higher authorities 
after and before the office hours, the nature of the work in 
the branch im oI\ cd confidence between the staff members 
irrespecti\ e of their cadre and by indulging in objectionable 
acts as stated in the charge sheet. No doubt the work is to 
be checked by the supen ison’ staff, it is possible to check 
each and c\ cr> entn made by the clerk particularly when it 
was done w ith fraudulent intention and by concealing feas. 
E\en if it is assumed w ithout admitting that the concerned 
supemsoiy staff failed to check the fraudulent entries made 
by the Petitioner that is not sufficient to absolve the 
fraudulent acts committed by the Petitioner. The Petitioner 
was a regular clerk in the concerned Department and she 
was responsible for preparing ledger sheets in the place of 
original without assigning any reason and without- 
permission from the competent authorin', that itself is 
sufficient ground that the Petitioner was aware about the 
destruction of records and to cover up the same the 
Petitioner has prepared a duplicate ledger sheet and has 
not given an\ explanation about the circumstances under 
which such dupl icatc ledger sheets were prepared and that 
itself is sufficient to prove the involvement of the Petitioner 
in destniction of the original ledger sheet, 

5. It is submitted that though neither the Respondent 
bank nor the customers had incurred any loss due to the 
fraudulem entries made by the Petitioner, but such acts 
shaked the confidence of the Respondent in 
Petitioner s integrit} and honest}' and thus the Petitioner 
has become unreliable and undependable. The Petitioner’s 
plea that she has \ cry w ell to do family and the fraudulent 
entries made by the Petitioner are meagre to the 
status of the Petitioner is irrelevant, it is sufficient she 
made false entries and exposed the bank to high risk. That 
Respondent bank is public sector financial institution 
dealing with public money and therefore cannot be 
accepted to continue in it‘s employment the employees 
like tlie Petitioner. The confession that tlte dismissal awarded 


is disproportionate to the gravity of misconduct is denied 
as Ute bank lost confidence in her integrity and honesty. 
Ar^unents were advanced wi the validity of domestic 
enquiry and this Court by its order dated 3.3.2003 held that 
the domestic enquiry is validly conducted. 

6. Arguments were advanced Ity both the Counsels. 
It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner that 
the Petitioner has been working sincere and all the alleged 
fictitious entries said to have been made by the 
Petitioner is of Rs.4800/-, Rs. 1700/- and Rs. 1300/-. So in all 
Rs.7800/- out ofwhKh the bank did not suffer any financial 
loss. No doubt, MWl (faui)^ the enquiry has admitted Uw 
lapses and agreed to reimburse the amount. 
There is nothing in writing in this regard. MWl has 
catQjporically admitted during the enquiry in the cross 
examination that there is no admissirm from the delinquent 
It has also come in the evidence that neitherthe bank nor 
the customers have incurred any loss and the Petitioner 
hails from a routed family, her financial position is sound 
and there is no need for her to commit the acts as alleged. 
Any way, he submits that the punishment of dismissal is 
disproportionate to the alleged misconduct. He therefore 
prays that she may be reinstated with back wages. 

7. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent that though the Respondent bank might not 
have been exposed to actual financial loss 
all die acts oomnutted by the Petitioner, tlKactsof&lsitying 
die records and exposing the Respondent bank to serious 
financial risk shaked the confidence of the Respondent 
bank in the Petitioner’s integrity and honesty and the 
Respondent is forced to award serious punishment of 
dismissal. He also agreed that the customers also have not 
incurred any loss and the question whether the amounts 
are given or not is not immaterial. Hence, he submits that 
the dismissal order may be confirmed. 

8. It may be seen that the total amount involved is 
Rs.7800/- and she has repaid the amount and there is no 
loss financially or other wise either to the 
Customers or to the Respondent bank, suppose it is 
concluded that she must have received the amount from 
<mstomers and misappropriated the same. I have held 
I hat the domestic enquiry is validly conducted. No doubt, 
wherein there is financial dishonesty, the amount is 
i mmaterial. But here we see that actually, fiiere is no financial 
loss either to the customers or to the 
bank. I do not know the number of years of service she has 
put in because no where it is given. Neither in the petition 
nor in the enquiry as to when she has worked as a clerk. 
But seeing that she is aged about 45 years by 
now she might have put in atleast 15 to 20 years of service. 
Hence, actually there is no loss either to the customers or 
to file bank as admitted in the counter that the bank has 
only lost confidence in the Petitioner’s integrity 
and honesty and hence, I cannot take the risk of exposing 
the customers of the bank of any loss in future. This time 
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there is no loss, in future there may be losses. But, invoking 
powers under Sec. 11 A of the I.D. Act, “the order 
of dismissal dated 23-2-99 is modified into one of 

compulsory retirement on 23.2,99 . 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Kum. K. Phani Gown, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me in the 
Open Court on this the 22nd day of August, 2003. 

E. ISMAIL, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 
Petitioner Respondent 

NIL nil 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NHL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 

4 2003 

3286«—1947 (1947 
•2f>T 14 ) ^ ^ 17 % ^ 

156/2002) W) t, ^ 

03-11 - 2003 ^ ^ l^TT «tH 

[^.1^51.-12014/6/2003-311^. 3TR. C^. I)] 

STSPT-^FTR, 

New Delhi, the 4thNoveinber, 2003 

S O 3286.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 

Government hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. L.C.I. D. 

156/2002) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Disputebetween the employers 
in relation to the management of State Bank of India and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 03-11-2003. 

[No. H2014/6/2003-IR(B-Dl 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIE. ISMAIL, B. SC , L.L.B., Presiding Officer 
Dated the 18th August, 2003 
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INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. LCLD. Not 
156/2002 

(Old I.D. No. 259/2000 transferred from Indus^ial 
Tribunal-cum -Labour Court-I, Guntur) 

BETWEEN: 

Sri B. Srinivasa Rao, 

S/oSubbaRao, Bothvanipalem, 

H/o Thallapalem Post, 

Bandar Mandal, 

Krishna District. ....P^itiKmcr 

AND 

1. The Chairman, 

State Bank of India, 

Central Office, Mumbai. 

2. The Chief General Manager 
(Personnel), State Bank of India, 

Bank Street, Hyderabad. * 

3. The Regional Asst. General Manager 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 

Vijayawada Zone, Vijayawada. 

4. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Machil^tnam Branch. ....Respondent 

AmARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : Sri S. Adinarayana, Advoq|in; 

For the Respondent : M/s B. G. Narcndera Red<cy & 

B. V Chandra Sekhar Advocates 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2 A (2) of tl^ I.D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’bW High 
Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W,P. No. 8j95 of 
1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. 
Cotton Corporation of India and two others by the 
TnAistr ifll Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Guntur and in view 
of Government of India, Ministry of Labour s Or^er No. 
H-11026/1/2001-IR(C. II) dated 18-10-2001 this c$se has 
been transferred to this Tribunal bearing no. I.D. 259/2000 
which was numbered in this 0)urt as L.C.I.D. Nb. 156/ 
2002 and notices were issued to the parties. 

2. Inspite of several adjournments given from 
12-6-2002 for enquiry of the Petitioner f0r four 
adjournments including 18-8-2003 the petitioner has not 
turned-out. Inspitc of number of Adjournments the 
petitioner has failed to produce any evidence in support 
of his claim. Petitioner’s counsel reports not pressed. 
Petitioner called absent. There is nothing on r^rd to 
substantiate the case of the Petitioner. Therefore, h is held 
that the petitioner is not entitled to any relief 

Accordingly a ‘Nil’ Award is passed. Transmit. 

Dictated to Kunt K. Phani Gown, Personal Assistant 

transcribed by her corrected and pronounced bj me on 
this the 18th day of August, 2003. i 

E. ISMAIL, Presidin|Officer 
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Appoidixnf-evifieiice 

-- \^tnesses examined for the Witnesses examxKd for 
Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL - NIL • 

Documrats marked for the PetHimim* 

Documents marked for th(^ Respondent 

4 W5R, 2003 

■eBF.air. 3287.—3¥N?lFFFi%^3;Tf^f^, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ «rRF ]7 % hR^^hI 

% "SR^m^ % ■?R5 0b4<+l<)' 

% 4j h g<jPw ^ ^5TRJR 

44/88) ^ 

3RJlf^ ^FTcft t, ^ 03-11-2003 ^ 

1^311 «n I - 

[U 1^^.-41012/7/84-31]^. 3?R. (-sfl. I)] 
3i^Fl 

’■ - NewDeIhi,the4thNovember,2003 

S.O. 3287.—In Pursuance of Sectjon the 
indnstiial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947),; die Central 
GOvermnent hereby publishes the awm^d (! p,. No. 44/88) 
of the Centfoi^ Government Industrial ’t'ribun^/Labour 
Court, New Delhi now as shown in the Amiexure in the 
, IpdbStri^ Dilute between the employers in relation to 
^i^a^ement Western R^Way, Kota and their 
. ,yif 9 ^ci^in,,wWch was itjc^iv^tythe GoVefMnent 

Jpt^rfj;:26a3.; _ " 

^ , ANTIffipCUiffi 

5 #Tt«EGEmRALGOVERJ^Mm^rr 

' ' ^liesi^C)fficer:SHRlRN:P^ 

^ ’ tP.No.44/88" '^ 

to^SlwA^l^j^hr^ :, .' ;Vv'v-.... * 

ioif^dapw^l^visipnal, Secretary ' ; 

^f\i Rialway Kai^chari ^ ' ' 

noqilBariidiad, Kom^^ .:.;.WMkinan 

bj<‘;''nq . ,,■< jtT','; --ii 

;^^Jffii^Rj^tiyeEngineer(S& sir:; ;o; - : ? 

Kota v'!t sj^j^danagement 

_ . _ award 

i i. M ,>i; ‘ Government in tJieMnistiy of Labour 

liai^ btefbdflie5fbltQwing indi^ 

for adjudication j , r 

. . 'kO ; /;H>^^^\yheth^^dln iubtion of the Executive Engineer II 
(R.E.) Western Railway, Kota in removing 


Shri Anil S/o Dashrathh'om service w.e.f. 21-10-83 is 
justified? If not, to what relief is the concerned 
workman entitled for?” 

2. The case was fixed for arguments. None is 
appearing on behalf of the workman for the last five 
acyourments while Shri H. L. Nanda was present mi behalf 
of the management.Today none appeared on either side. 
Hence reference is decided for want of prosecution and 
accordingly. ‘No Dispute Award’ is passed. 

Dated: 15-9-2003. B. N. PANDEY, Presiding Officer 
4 W^, 2003 

m3ir. 3288.— 3j j alP | ctj 1947 (1947 

^14)^«imi7%3i^y<ui'^, 

31^11^% 3^t1C % 41% 3T^lT'^f 

3]1alP i «fi Rrp; 3]balfiR) 

yi4j3Tftji-2/26/2000) ^3^51%] 
t, ■# 'mm ^ 03-11 -2003 ^ 3ir<T f3]i «n i 

[^. ^.-41012/274/99-3?]^. 3?R. (-^.-1)] 
3?3fn 

New Delhi, the 4thNovember, 2003 
S.O. 3288.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the (^mitral 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
CGIT-2/26/2000) of the Ontral Government Industrial 
Tribunal/No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute b^een the employers in relation 
to the management of Western Railway, Mumbai and their 
wcnkman, which was received by the Central Government 
pn03-ll-2003. 

[No. L41012/274/99-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFCttlE THE CEhnRAL(jOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 2,MUMBAi 

PRESENT: 

SMU S. N. SAUANDANKAR, PresidingOfficer 
Rcfe^nce No. CGIT-2/26 of 2000 
Employers in Relation to the Management of 
' Western Railway, Mumbai 
TheChirf Workshop Nfanager, 

Western Railway, 

Carriage Workshop, 

N. M. Joshi Marg, Lower Parel, 

Mumbai‘400013. 

, Wk 

THEIR WORKMEN 
The Divisional Secretary, 

Paschim Railw^ Karamachari Parishad, 

1st Floor, Chhapra Building, 

RlK.A^i^Marg, 

Near Plaza Cinema, Dadar (Wfest), 

Mumbai-40(K>28. 
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APPEARANCES: 

For the Employer : Ms. D. Fernandes, 

: Advocate holding for 
Mr. Siiiesh Kumar. 

For the Workmen Mr. M. B. Anchan, Advocate. 

Mumbai, dated 10th September, 2003 

AWARD 

Part-n 

By the interim Award dated 18-7-2002 tnji Tribunal 
held that the domestic inquiry conducted against the 
workman Shiv Singh was against the principles of nmuial 
justice and fair play thereby vitiates and therefore the 
management Western Railway was directed to lead 
evidence to justify its action of termination of the workman 
from the services as Bungalow Peon w.e.f. 14-11-1997 in 
the light of Issues Nos. 5 & 6. 

2. The case of Union is that workman Shiv Singh 
was working as Bungalow Peon in the bungalow of the 
Chief Works Manager, Western Railway, Carriage 
Workshop, Lower Parel. He had appliedfor leave for twelve 
d^s from 10-5-1997 to 21-5-1997 and when he came to 
join he was not allowed to rensume duty which is contrary 
to the provision of the Industrial Disputes Act and hence 
illegal. Management, Western Railway opposed the same 
contending that the workman did not report to work, 
consequently he was marked absent and that his absence 
being unauthorised, he was treminated under the Railway 
Service Rules. 

3. As stated abwe, domestic inquiry conducted 
against the workman held vitiated consequently to prove 
the action of termination of workman bas^ on the inquiry 
report Chief QflBce Superintendent Mr. Worlikar filed 
affidavit in lieu of Examination in Chief (Exhibit-29) and 
the management closed oral evidence vide purshis (Exhitat- 
33). In rebuttal,' workman filed affidavit (Exhibit-34) and 
closed oral evidence vide purshis (Exhibit-35). 

4. Management, Western Railway filed written 
submissions (Exhibit-36) and theUnion/Workman (Exhibit- 
37). On perusing the record and hearing the Learned 
Counsels, I record my findings on the issues No. 5 & 6 for 
the reasons mentioned below: 

Issues Findins 

5. Whether the action of the Action is neither 

managerr^nt of Western legal nor justified. 

Rail>vay in terminating the 

services of Shri Shiv Singh, 

Bungalow Peon w.e.f. 

14-11-1997 is legal and justified? 

6. What reliefthe workman is A per order below. 

entitled to? 


REASONS 

5. According to Chief Office Siq)»rinfieiidei]t h#. 
Worlikar workman was removed from service for his 
unauthorised absence ftxwn 10-5-1997 to 16^-1997. lie 
disclosed that workman was marifod absent in the musllr 
roll for the said period on the instructions of his superior^ 
It is significant to note that Mr. Worlikar in his cros®- 
examination para 11 clearly admitted that workman h^ 
given application for leave for the above said period- 
Workman’s case is that he had applied for 12 days leave 
from 10-5-1997 to 21-5-1997 and when he came for duty Ic 
was not allowed to join. Worlikar concede that wodun^n 
had signed in the muster fiom 22-5-1997 to 26-5-1997. This 
shows that workman reported to dufyafier theteavopcikiil 
from 22-5-1997, however he was admittedly refused to gfyc 
wwk. Worlikar clearly pointed out that though workman 
worked he was marked absent Utxler these ciccumstancss 
hardly Ifo in the mouth of mmu^ment that workman n«s 
at fotdt, warranting his removal On perusal of the record it 
is seen the Railway officials with utter disregard to ^ 
service rules, arbitrarily refused to give the work to me 
workman who was in regular employment trfRailw^, 
Evidence of Mr. Worlikar itself shows the numagetnenf 
action of termination of workman is wholly illegal shd 
imiustified and consequently he deserves to be rmnstaied 
in service with full back wages. Issues are answered 
accordinlgy and hence the order: 

OBMR 

The action of the managemmit of Western RailvMay 
in terminating the services of workman ^hiv Sin^, 
Bungalow Peon w.e.f. 14-11-1997 is neither legal dor 
justified. 

Management is directed to reinstate thef woikmaJflJin 
service with continuity and full back wages. • 

S. N. SAUNDA-NKAR, Presiding Officer 
2003 

3289.—1947 (19^7 
^ 14) ^ «im 17 % 

(^^ 4)'fl1^|^<ij-2/72/200D) 

^ ^ 03-11 -2003 ^ 

«iT I 

[U 1^^-41012/34/2000-311^. 3111. (4t.-()] 

i 

New Delhi, the 4ffi November, 2003 j 

S.O. 3289.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947)^ the Cenfral 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGrjTI- 
2/72/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 


i 
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Tribuw.il/Labour No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in the 
Anne.xuie in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Central Railway, Mumbai 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 03-11-2003. 

[No. L41012/34/2000-IR (B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: Shri S.N. Saundankar, 

Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/72 of 2000 

Employers in Relation to the Management of 
Central Railway, Mumbai 

The Senior Divisional Mechanical Engineer (D), 

Kurla Diesel Loco Shed, 

Central Railway, 

Mumbai-W)0024 

V/k 

THEIR WORKMEN 

Shri Sagannal Gujarathi, 

Ccntur\' Rayon Harijan Chawl, 

Old ‘C’ Type. Room No. 36, 

Ulhasnagar-l. 

Dist. Thane. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employer : Ms. D . Fernandes 

Advocate holding for 
Mr. Suresh Kumar. 

For the w orkmen : Mr. KRYelwe, 

Advocate 

Mumbai, dated 16 th September, 2003 

AWARD 

PART-I 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
Order No. L-4101 2/34/2000/lR(B-I) dated 3/16-8*2000 in 
exercise of the pow'ers conferred by clause (d) of Sub 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

"Whether the action of the management of Senior 
Di\isional Mechanical Engineer (D), Kurla Diesel 
Loco Shed, Mumbai by dismissing the services 
of Mr, Sagarmal Gujrathi, Ex-Safaiwala w.e.f 


20-4-1998 is justified? If not what relief the 
worionan is enlitledT’ 

2. Workman Shri Gujrathi was appointed as substitute 
Safaiwala in 1980 and was regularised from 
30-3-1982 in the office of Assistant Mechanical Engineei; 
Kurla Diesel Loco Shed, Kurla. Mde claim statement (Exhibit 
6 ) workman averred thathe woriced sincerely and efficiently 
however unfortunately during the period from 12-5-1993 to 
15-6-1995 and again from 16-5-1996 to 2-7-19% he could 
not attend duties due to illness of his wife and children and 
that his aged mother was also ailing-and that he had to take 
lea\% to look after them. It is pleaded that as be remained 
absent he was suspended from 10-12-1997the order of 
the Assistant Mechanical Engineer (D) however ten days 
thereafter his suspension was revoked and was taken on 
duty and that domestic inquiry was initiated against him. It 
is contended that management Railway dqnrtment issued 
charge-sheet on his absence for the period as above 
however he being poor and belongs to weaker section 
without holding proper inquiry and giving him (qqxrrtunity 
based on the report dated 14-1-1998 managemmit dismissed 
him from'service w.e.f 20-4-1998. It is contended that 
workman had tried to seek redress from the higher 
authmities but in vain theretore he contended inquiry being 
not fair be set aside directing the management 
to ranstate him in service. 

3. Management Railway department resisted the 
claim of workman vide Written Statement (Exhibit-10) 
conten ding that Railway is not an industry and that Gujrathi 
is not a workman within the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. It is ffirther contended that since the Union 
of I^a has not been made party the reference suffers &om 
non-joinder necessary parties and averred that the 
Central Administrative Tribunal is the oomp^nt authority 
andnot this Tribunal. Acc(»ttiiig to managetnem worionan 
remained absent from 17-5-1993 to 15-6-1995 for which he 
was given chargesheet dated 23-8-1995 and again he 
remained absent frexn 16-5-1996 to 2-7-19% and fbr that he. 
Was issued chargesheet dated 19-7-1996. However, 
workman though received the chargesheet 
remained absent who did not produce medical certificate 
for the alleged illness of his femily members and therefore 
his absence being unauthorised his services were 
terminated by the order dated 20-4-1998 and that appeal 
and the mercy petition preferred by him were turned down 
vide order dated 15-10-1998 & 10-4-1999. It is contended 
that inquiry being fair and proper and the findings not 
perverse and that the Railway is not an industry and that 
the C. A.T. is the oonqtetent forum, therefore, the reference 
be dismissed, being devoid of substance. 

4. By Rqjoinder ^xhibit-13/14) workman reiterated 
the recitals in the Claim Statement deitying the averments 
in the Written Statement. 
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5. On the basis of the pleadings Issues were 
framed at Exlubit-15 and in the context of preliminary i^ues 
workman Gujrathi filed affidavit in lieu of Examination in 
Chief (Exhibit-18) and closed evidence oialfyon 8/4/03 and 
that in rebuttal, S. D. Pawar, OS-1 filedaffidavit (Exhibit-22) 
and the management closed oral evidence vide purshis 
(E\hft)it-23). 


8. So ^ the dome^c inquiiy is concemed T%dir 
Lordships of the Apex Court in Sur Enamel and Stanyi^ 
Works V/s. Their Workmen 1963 II LU SCC 367* 
ruled that enquiry cannot be said to hm« bem piopo^ 
held unless: 

( 1 ) the enq>loyee|noceededagaiiist has been inforineld 


6, Workman filed written submissions (Exhibit-24) 
and the Railway administration (Exhibit-25). On hearing 
both the counsels, pemsing the record, written submissitxis 
I record my findings on the following issues for the reasons 
mentioned below: 

Issues Finding 

1. Whether the domestic inquiry conducted , Yes 
against the workman was as per the 

principles of natural justice? 

2. Whether the findings of the Inquiry No 

Officer are perverse? 


clearly of the char^ levelled against him; 

(2) the witnesses are examined-ordinarily in 
presence of the enq)l<^ in respect of tSie charge^; 

(3) the employee is given a feir c^^rtumty to czDi |5 
examine tte witnesses; 

(4) he is given a fair c^poitunity to witnesses 

including himself in his defence if he so wishes on 
aitylillevant matter; and 

(5) die Inquiry CMBcer records his findings^threa^nK 
for the same in his rqiort 


3. Whether the management of Railway is Yes 
an industry as defined m Section 2 (j) 

of the Industrial D’ ^ /utes Act? 

4. Whether the Tribunal has jurisdiction to Yes 

decide the reference as averred in para 4 

of the Written Statement? 

REASONS 

7. At tiiC outset the Learned Counsel Ms. Fernandes 
for the Railway administration submits that Railway is not 
an industiy within the definition of Section 2 (j) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to entertain and adjudicate the reference; The Learned 
Counsel Ms. Fernandes inviting attention to the Written 
Statements para 4 submits thai the Central Government 
had enacted the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 which 
co\'ered the employees of the Railway and that the service 
conditions are governed under the Central Rules and 
therefore the CAT has jurisdiction and not the Industrial 
Tribunal. It is well settled legal position that Railway is an 
industry. His Lordship of Bombay High Court in Writ 
Petition No. 1751 of 1991 by the Order dated 11-10-2000 
while deciding the applications filed against the Railway 
Department under Section 33 C (2) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act clearly mled that Railway is an ‘industry’. Recently in 
Writ Petition No. 1728 of 1998 in the matter of 
Western Railway V/s. Virendra Kumar dated 12-6-2003 
Hon’ble High Court directed the Railway administration to 
pay overtime allowance to the workers. In view of the 
rulings referred to above it is apparent that the Railw^ is 
an ‘industry’’ and that Gujrathi is a workman, consequently 
this Tribunal has jurisdiction in width to entertain and 
adjudicate the same. Issues No. 3 & 4 are answered 
accordingly. 


According to workman he was absent due to 
of his fiimily members however inspite of that 
inquiry was omducted against him. He dkedpsed that 
enquiry was held in his ^rsence Ex-i^it^nd tfam biaitf 
against the principles of neural justice inquiry needs to bp 
set aside. He disclosed that due to illness of his femify 
members he was confused and mentalfy upset therefoiq, 
could not intimate the authorities about his absence and 
without considering that the Inquiry Officer held that he 
was unauthorisedly absent, consequently inquiry is not 
fair. Management witness Mr. Pawar, OS-1 refuted the 
statement of workman stating that he did not participle ia 
the inquiry inspite of receiving the notices. Therefore, the 
Inquiry Officer had no alternative but to r^rt pn 20-1-9$ 
and that based on the inquiry re^rt the Disciplinary 
Authority for unauthorised absence terminated the 
workman. The Learned Counsel Mr. Yelwc submitf 
with force that for the ifesent^ the imposed punishm^ 
dismissal upon the workman is harsh. However t h jg 
cannot be considered in this interim Award and that 
relevant to see whether the inquiry is feir and proper. 

9. It is sigmficant to nc4e that workman admits in 
cross-examination para 17 that he had received a standard 
form No. 17 at pg.53/Ex-16, o^ies pg. 16,29,33-3 5/Exhil)il 
16which niention on the inquiry and the findings recorded 
by the Inquiry Officer and the action taken in that context 
by the Discqrlinary Authority which action was confinned 
by the Higher authority. Infect, in the inquiry the 
was as to whether the workman remained absent 
unauthorisedly. Admittedly workman was absent and that 
he did not furnish medical certificate on the illness of his 
family members, which clearly indicative to show that his 
absence was unauthorised therefore, there is no meaning 
in saying that inquiry was improper. Considering the 
inquiry proceedings (Exhibit-16) in the light of the rulings 
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in so far as domestic inquiry and in the context of the facts 
on record, it can safely be said that inquiry was fair and 
proper and that findings of the Inquiry Officer sinc« based 
on the evidence and record, are not perverse. Issues 
1 & 2 are therefore, answered accordingly and hence the 
order; 

ORDER 

The domestic inquiry conducted against the workman was 
as per the principles of natural justice. 

The findings of the Inquiry Officer are not perverse. 

S.N. SAUNDANKAR, Presiding Officer. 

M 4 2003 

3290.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 % ^ STTF 

3?l«4lPicb 

154/2002) 

^ 3T^fn%T t, 03-11 - 2003 ^ TINT 

I^TT^tTI 

[U 1^.-12014/7/2003-311^. 3TK. ('^.-I)] 

3Tf«t^F5Td 

New Delhi, the 4th November, 2003 

S.O. 3290.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. LCID 
154/2002) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the 
Annexurc in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of State Bank of India and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 03-11-2003. 

[No. L-12014/7/2003-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer ' 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE (TOTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOIJR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT': 

SHRIE. ISMAIL, B. Sc., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 
Datedthe 18th day of August, 2003 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.LD. No. 154/2002 

(Old I.D. No. 260/2000 transferred from Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Guntur) 

BErWEi2<: 

SriK.Ramaswamy, 

S/o Bogesu, 

Pranitha Apartments, 

Municipal Employees Colony, 

Vijayairada-2. 

Krishna Di|trict. ....Petitioner 

AND 

t. TWTiaimian 

State Bank of India, 

Central Office, Mumbai. 

2 The Chief General Manager 

(Personnel), State Bank of India, 

Bank Street, Hyderabifd. 

3. The Regional Asstt. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office, Vijayawada Zone. 

Mjayawada. 

4. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Kalidindi Branch, 

Krishna District. ... .Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : Sri S. Adinarayana, Advocate 

For the Respondent : M/s B.G. Ravindra Reddy 
& B. V Chandra Sdchar, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2 A(2) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgement of the Hon’ble 
High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. 
No. 8395 of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. 
Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton Corporation of India 
and two others by the Industrial-Tribunal-cum -Labour 
Court, Guntur and in view of Government of India, Ministry 
of Labour’s Order No. H- 1 I 026 /I/ 2001 -IR(C-II) dated 
18-10-2001 this case has been transferred to this Tribun^ 
bearing No. I.D. 260/2000 which was numbered in this 
Court as L.C.LD. No. 154/2002 and notices were 
issued to the parties. 
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2. Inspite of several adjournments given from 
12-6-2002 for enquiry of the Petitioner for four 
adjournments including 18-8-2003 the petitioner has 
not turned-out. Inspite of number of adjournments 
the petitioner has foiled to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. Petitioner’s counsel reports 
not pressed. Petitioner called absent. There is 
nothing on record to substantiate the case of the Petitioner. 
Therefore, it is held that the petitioner is not entitled to 
any relief. 

Accordingly a ‘Nil’ Award is Passed/transmit. 

Dictated to Kum. BC. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 18th day of August, 2002. 

E. ISMAIL, Presiding Officer 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 
Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL Nffi 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

5 2003 

3291.—afrf^lfWT, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ tiRi 17 % m<^\< 

v:rf l €ilPi°b 

23/2002 ) ^ WtfoRT ^ ^4-11 -2003 

^•ar<Ti|3Tt«ni 

[U T^.-42012/220/2001-3Tl^. aTO C^it.-II)] 
%?FR, 

New Delhi, the 5th November, 2003 

S.O, 3291.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herdjy publishes the award (Ref. No. 23/2002) 
of the Industrial Tribunal Pune (Maharashtra) as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of National Chemical Laboratory, and 


their workman, received by the Central Governm^ 
on4-ll-2003. 

[No.L42012/220/2001-IR(C-I]^] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Dedc Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J,L. DESHPANDE: INDUSTRIAI* 
TRIBUNAL, PUNE 

REFERENCE (IT) NO. 23OF20e2 
BETWEEN: 

National Chemical Laboratory, ...Firrt Paety 

Pashan, Pune (Maharashtra), 

Pune-411008. 

AND 

Their workmen. ....Second Pai^ 

In the matter of : Regularisation of the 

services of Shti Faraz 
A. Ansari, Mrs. \toha 
A. Potnis, Miss. Kashmira 
M. Sangamnericar and 
Mrs. Archana V. Apte. 

APPEARANCES: : Second Party : Absent 
First party: Present 


AWARD 
6th October, 2003 
(Order passed below Exh. 0-1) 

1. This is a reference made by the Central 
Government under clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, for adjudication of the disjmte 
between the management of National Chemical 

Laboratory, Pashan, Pune (Maharashtra), I^e..Hrst 

Party, and their workmen, over the demand of 
regularisation of the services of Shri Faraz A. Ans|iri, 
Mrs. Wsha potnis. Miss. Kashmira, M. Sangamnerkar 
and Mrs. Archana V j^te. as mentioned in the Schedule 
to the order of the Reference. 

2. The second party workmen are not present since 
the last many dates. The demands made by the seebnd 
party workmen, are not substantiated. Hence the reference 
is disposed of since the demands are not substantiated. 
Award accordingly. 

J. L DESHPANDE, Industrial Tribunal. 


3466 GI/2003—4 
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m ail. 3292 .—1947 (1947 
^ 14 ) ^ ^ 17 % ii, 3TT^. 

f%f^ n ^MPich 

<Tf3T3i (^OHI 157/2002 ) ^ cfXcfl %, ^ 

^ 6-11-2003 ^ 311^ ^3TT «rT I 

[TT. -0^-22012/1/2001 ^ (TT^-II ) ] 

■^9f4‘4, 3TflT^ 

New Dfelhi, tlic 7th November. 2003 

S.O. 3292.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 

157/2002) of the Cent ral Government Industrial Tribunal- 
ciim-Labour Court. Lucknow as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of The Sr. 
Regional Manager, and their workmen, received by the 
Ceniral Government on 6-11-2003. 

(No. L-22t)l2/l/2001-IR(C-n)| 

N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

/VNNEXIJRE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT: 

LUCKNOW 

PRESENT: 

SHRIKANT SHUKLA 
Presiding Officer 

1. D. No. 157/2002 

Ref. No. L-22012/1/2001/IR(C-II) Dated 9-9-2002 
Bct>^'een: 

The State Secretary 

Bhartiya Khadya Nigam Karmachari Sangh 
5-6, Habibullah Estatci/Hazratganj 
Lucknow 

AND 

The Sr. Regional Manager 
Food Coii)oration of India 
5-6, Habibullah Estate, Hazratganj 
J^cloimv 

AWARD 

The Government of India. Ministry' of Labour A ide 
their order No L-22012/1/2001 /IR(C-II) dated 9-9-2002 luis 
been referred foIloAving issue for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 


“Whether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India in imposing penalty on 
Sh. P.N. Verma, AG(IM) of stoppage of two annaul 
increments ftom his pay for the years, 1999 and 2000 
without cumulative effect is legal and Justified? If 
not to what relief the concerned workman entitled?'' 

2. Just one year has passed since the date in present 
industrial dispute aa bs registered in the CGIT-cum-Labour 
Court. Kanpur The notices were sent to the State SecreUirv'. 
Bhartiya Khadya Nigam Karmachari Sangh. Lucknow but 
no statement of claim has come forward and since no 
statement of claim has been filed on behalf of the State 
Secretary. Bhartiya Khadya Nigam Karmachari Sangh. 
Lucknow, therefore the Sr. Regional Manager. Food 
Corporation of India. Lucknow lias also not come forward 
\A itti his written statemeiil in respect of the issue referred 
to the Tribunal. 

Thrice the adjournment applications received from 
Trade Union Leader but no statement of claim has been 
filed. The vvorker Sri P.N. Verma has not conic forward to 
state that his two annual increments have wrongly and 
illegally have been stopped In the circ umstances it cannot 
be adjudicated upon whether the stoppage of tivo 
increments is illegal or unjustified. The issue is therefore 
answered accordingly, 

36-10-2003 

Lucknow 

SHR(KANT SHUKLA. Presiding Officer 
M 6 2003 

3R. 3293.—1947 ( 1947 
^ 14 ) TFJ ^RI 1 7 % -ri. -riTTR , 

^TRT % 

shrill04- w 3frarFT47 

L'5^^T^(7j^'Fh^7Tnft31^-12/1997) 
^ 5-11-2003TT W?T 

pTT8ni 

[33. T^-41011/09/96-'33Tt^(^-l)] 
3T^ 333^3^ 

New Delhi, the 6th Noi ember. 2003 

S.O. 3293.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Aci. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
GoAernment hereby publishes the AAAard (Ref. No 
CGIT-12/1997) of the Central Goa ernment Industrial 
Tribunal No. I Mumbai noA\ as sIioaa ii in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers 111 relation 
to the management of Ceniral Railway. Bomba> and their 
Avorkman. Avliich aaus receiA ed ty the Central Go\ ernment 
on 5-11-2003. 

[No.L-U011/09/96-IR(B. Dj 
AJ.AY KUM.AR. Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1 MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

Shri Justice S.C. Pandey 
Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. CGIT-12/1997 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 
of Central Railwa>', Bombay. 

And 

Their Woriemen 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Ms. Fernandes, Adv, 

For the Workman ; Mr. M B. Anchan, Adv. 

State ■ Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 22nd day of October, 2003 

AWARD 

!. This is a reference made by the Central Govt, in 
c.\crcisc of its powers under clause (d) of Sub-section (1) 
and Sub-section {2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (the Act for short). The terms of 
reference arc as follows; 

“Whether the action of the Central Railway 
Administration while regularizing the 5 workmen, i.e. 
Sh. JainathRamnihar. RamNarayan. Chhoielal Yadav, 
Sampat Sbripat Pawar, Victor Francis and Anil Kumar 
H. Pandey as Khalasis instead of absorption in 
skilled category is justified? If not to what relief are 
the workmen entitled to?” 

2. The Madhya Railway Karmachari Sangh (the 
Union) filed a Statement of claim on behalf of the five 
workmen named in the order of reference (henceforth the 
w orkman). That the workmen were appointed as casual 
labourers in the skilled category of workmen (Wireman) by^ 
the Central Railway Administrative in the electrical 
maintenance department of Central Railway st CST, Mumbai 
under the supervision of Electrical Superintendent 
maintenance to Wadi Bunder. They had undergone trade 
test for this purpose. The aforesaid five w'orkmen were 
employed from the period given herein below : 


Sr. No. 

Name of the worker 

Date of 
appointment 

(i) 

Anil Kumar H. Pandey 

02-8-1977 

(ii) 

Victor Fancis Gunna 

05-8-1977 

(lii) 

Ramnarayan Chotelal Yadav 

i 10-8-1977 

(iv) 

Sampat Shripat Pawar 

10-12-1980 

(V) 

Jainatli R. Nihar 

064-1981 


These person were working through out with at the 
top artificial breaks; but had attained the status of temporary 
workmen after working continuously for 120 days asi per 
following chart. 


Date of attaining 
Temporary status 


(i) 

Anil Kumar H. Pandey 

04-12-1980 

(ii) 

Victor Francis Gunna 

04-12-1980 

(iii) 

Ramnarayan Chotelal Yadav 

04-12-1980" 

(iv) 

Sampat Shripat Pawar 

104-1981 

(V) 

JainathR. Nihar 

04-8^1981 


It was claim of the workmen the Central Railway 
administration accepted them as temporary workmen and 
paid them the wages in accordance with the wages payable 
to skilled workmen in the pay scale of Rs. 260—400. 
However, all these workmen were reverted to rank of 
Khalasis in the new category of Rs. 196-332 as pa following 
chart 


Reverted as Khalasis iv.e.f. 

(i) 

Anil Kumar H. Pandey 

14-6-1982 

(ii) 

Victor Francis Gunna 

8-7-82 

(iii) 

Ramnarayan Chotelal Yadav 

29-10-1981 

(iv) 

Sampat Shripat Pawar 

14-88 

(V) 

JainathR. Nihar 

134-83 


The workman claimed that reduction of their p^ and 
posting them as Khalasis amounted to reversion. It was 
submitted that while ordering decasualization, the Railway 
Board had directed that upto 25% of the tjuota 
of skilled artisan should be filled by absorbing the 
unskilled, semiskilled and skilled artisans. It was stated 
that permanent post be created for absorption of those 
employees as regular employees. It was submitted the 
five workmen were not absorbed despite existence of 
posts of wiremen at Wadi Bunder. The juniors were 
absorbed in the skilled category. The claims of the five 
workmen were ignored. 

3. In the written statement, it was seriously 
contended by the Railways are not an industry within tlie 
meaning of Section 2(J) of the Act. The workmen arc 
governed by the rules framed by the (Central Govt, and the 
proper forum was the C:entral Administrative Tribunal. It 
was seriously pleaded that workmen were not covered by 
Section 2 (S) of the Act. They were Govt, sen^ants 
governed by the rules framed under Article 309 of the 
Constitution. The Union of India was a necessary party. 

4. Apart from the aforesaid preliminary objection, it 
was stated that the Reference was delayed. The delay was 
fatal to the adjudication of the case and reference may be 
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rejected on that ground. It was also pleaded that the 
persons w tio arc likely to be affected have not been 
made a parlies lo this reference. In its written statement 
the Rail\^ays did not deny that the fi\e workmen were 
appointed as viremen as pleaded by them. The stand of 
the Central Railway on merits appeared to be that the 
regnlari/alion can be done only in accordance with the 
rules. The workmen were regularized as Khalasis 
according to rules. They could be absorbed only as 
Khalasis The dccasualization was done in accordance 
with Anncxinc A dated 20-1-1985 (Anne.\ure A) It was 
stated that the workmen did not fulfil the qualifications 
mentioned in that Annexure. Therefore, cannot be 
rcgulari/.cd in ihe category of w iremen. 

5 In lire rejoinder the same statement has been 
repeated as w as gu en in tlie Statement of claim. It is denied 
that the Railw ays is not an industry and the workmen w as 
not covered b\ the definition of the workmen under 
Section 2 (S) did not cover their case. 

6 I he argument that Indian Railw ays are not running 
an indusiiy is fri\ olous. It has to be rejected merely by 
stating It. The decision of Supreme Court in the case of 
Banglorc Water Suppl\ and Sewerage Board \ s.Rajappa 
(1978) l,ab IC 467 has laid down the principles for 
judging if a particular establishment or an imderlaking 
would be gONcrricd by Section 2(J) of the Act. The 
inaJorilN decision of Supreme Court laid down triple test 
(i) Systematic acti\ity. (ii) Organized co-operation 
between ilic cniplo} cr and employees, (iii) for production 
and or distribution of goods calculated to satisfy human 
wants and w ishes We need not go ftirllier than that. The 
Railwajs arc a part of transport industiy and provides 
service by carry ing goods and passengers. They are 
dcfinitcK caici' lo material wants and \\ ishcs of human 
beings The aiulionly which performs, those functions, 
winch could be strictly called so\crcign. could be 
exempted from the definitions of industiy. It is ob\ ious 
as da> light that running of the Railways cannot be called 
so\crc!gii function of State or the Union of India. The 
Central Go\ crnnicnt is Rinning the Railways as a w elfare 
stale in the interests of the public at large. The Indian 
Railway Act docs not exempt it from the operation of the 
Act Nor docs the Act pro^ ides for such an exemption. 
The Section 14 of the .4diuinistrati>'e Tribunal Act has to 
be read w iih Section 28 of that Act. Section 28 of the Act 
prcsciv cs the jurisdiction of Industrial Tribunal under the 
Aci. Thai apart, there is sufficient indication in the Act 
nsclf for conung to the conclusion that Railways are an 
mdiisiiy The .Act defines under 2 (o) of the Act a "railway 
compan\ " Section 2(a) of the Act omitted by 
the Federal Railwa> Auihorit> which were originally 
enacted bectuisc the industry is now being carried on by 
or under the authority of the Central Govt. Section 
2(a)(i) defines Public Uiiliu Service lo mean interalia 
(an\ railwa} scr^ icc or any transport scrs icc for the 


carriage of passenger or goods by air. Therefore, in the 
first schedule other transport industries have been 
included in item No. 1 in accordance with Section 2 a (vi) 
of the Act. Since the Railway Service am already covered 
by Section 2 (a) (1) of the Act it is taken out from 
the word transport in the item No.l of the First 
Schedule, specifically by words “Other than Railways” 
Thus it is clear that Railways are part of Transport 
Industry and cannot escape from the definition of 
industry under Section 2(J) of the Act. There is no 
e\ddence led to show that workmen are not covered by 
Section 2 (s) of the Act. The plea that the Union of India 
is a necessary party is without any substance. Nothing 
has been argued to substantiate the plea. Moreover, the 
Railways are fully represented. The technical plea 
cannot be entertained. 

7. ' In the opinion of this tribunal, the question of 
delay cannot be taken up separately as there is no limitation 
presented in the Act for raising an industrial dispute. The 
decided cases indicate that delay is one of several factors 
to be considered by the tribunal at the time of granting 
relief. Therefore, this tribunal proceeds to decide the 
case on merits. 

8. The workmen filed the affidavit of Ramnarayan 
Chhotelal Yadav. He was cross examined on behalf of the 
Railw^s. The RailwaysfiledtheafiBdavitof B.K.Panigrahi, 
Adv ocate. He as cross examined by the counsel for the 
woikman. 

9. The evidence of witness Ramnarayan indicates 
that Ramnarayan Chhotelal Yadav (i.e. himself) Anil Kumar 
Pandey, \^ctor Francis Gunna were working as casual 
labourer from the year 1977, whereas Jainath Nihar and 
Sampat Shripat Pawar were working from 1978 and 
1980 as casual workers in Category-Ill of Wiremen. It 
was stated that all these workmen were recruited against 
the regular vacancies after trade test. They had obtained 
the temporary status by continuously working for 120 
days. They were being paid wages of,£5.260—400 in 
Grade-Ill skilled category. It is alleged that as a 
consequence of dccasualization they were absorbed in the 
posts of Khalasis in the pay scale of Rs,196—332 per 
month (unskilled category). Even though, they were 
required to perform the same work as they were doing as 
wiremen. It was stated by this witness that the Junior 
workmen, who were working as Khalasis were promoted 
earlier than the five workmen and the five workmen were 
promoted as wiremen later than them. The workman in 
cross examination admitted that the seniority list as a 
Khalasi was prepared according to the seniority from the 
date of joining that post after decasualisation. The 
promotions from 1982 to 1997 to the post of wiremen 
were done as per that list. It was stated by him that he 
had brought to the notice of the Union in the year 1990 
that he was not promoted in accordance with date of his 
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joining sen ice. The witness stated that the five workmen 
were not absorbed despite the existence of vacancies of 
wiremen. 

10. Sh.B.K.Panigralii in his affidavit did not dispute 
the fact that the workmen in question were recruited as 
wiremen in the electrical Engineering section as work 
charged wireman.These were posts in the skilled category’. 

It was stated that they were regularized as Khalasis alter 
the screening committee found them fit for the post. He 
slated that the post of wireman is filled by promotion 
from the cadre of khalasis to the extent of 50% to the 
extent of 25% from other feeder cadre by the employees 
holding ITl certificates in trades and 25% from open 
market. It was stated that in the year 1982. there was no 
scheme for regularizing skilled casual labour directly in 
skilled cadre of workmen. The Board circular dated 
8-1-1981 was not applicable to the five workmen as they 
were not educationally qualified as per recruitment rules. 

It was stated that experience as wi reman was not 
sufficient for their absorption in the category of wiremen. 
The witness admitted that wireman have to do electrical 
work of some kind. The witness admitted that the 
affidavit of Ramnayan yadav ga\'e substantially correct 
dates. According to Exhibit M5 was more accurate. The 
witness evasively stated that he was unaware if Exhibit 
W6 was correct. He admitted that it was issued by the 
department. He admitted that the w'orkmen who \\orked 
for 120 days in ‘open time' attain the status of temporar>’ 
workmen. The words ‘open time’ indicate these persons 
who did not w ork in construction activities. He stated that 
he would not be able to answer questions regarding 
Exhibit W9. He stated that Exhibit M4 was incomplete. 

11. It appears to this tribunal from the document 
W6 that woikmen Anilkumar Pandev'joined on 2-8-77 Viaor 
Francis Gunna on 6-8-77, Ramnayan Chhotelal Yadav 
on 10-8-77. Sampat Shripat Pawar on 6-4-1981. Jainath 
Ramnihar Jaiswal on 10-12-1982 as casual labour at 
Wadi bunder . The>' were engaged in the maintenance 
branch of the Electrical Engineering Deptt. The evidence 
of B.K. Parigrahi that the Exhibit M5 represented the correct 
position cannot be accepted. The Exhibit M5 is not an 
authentic document. It is not in dispute that workmen had 
worked continuously for 120 days as wiremen in the 
capacity’ of casual labour. 

12. The workmen contend that as per Ex WI issued 
by Railway Board provides that any person who had 
worked for 120 days continuously as a member for 120 
days without break shall obtain the status of temporary 
workmen. It is not disputed by the witness examined on 
behalf of Railways that all these workmen worked 
continuously worked for more than 120 day’s as work 
charged wiremen. Therefore, the document WI gives 
them status of temporary workmen. It is also contended 
that Ex WI inter alia provides condition No.(viii) of the 
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heading F Absorption of Casual labour in regular 
vacancies. Provides that the skilled categories of casual 
workmen should be absorbed after qualifying in the trpdc 
test. The Condition No. (viii) of WI reads as follow's: 

“Casual labour engaged in work charged 
establishments of certain Departments who get promoted 
to semi-skilled, skilled and highly skilled categories due to 
non- availability of departmental candidates and continue 
to work as casual employees for a long period shall straight 
away be absorbed in regular vacancies in skilled grades 
provided they have passed the requisite test to the extent 
of 25% of the vacancies reserved for departmental 
promotion from the unskilled and semiskilled categories. 
These orders also apply to the casual labour who are 
recruited directly in the skilled categories work charged 
establishments ^er qualifying in the trade test. 

1.3. The counsel for Raihvays was unable to say why 
this condition No. VIII reproduced above was not made 
applicable to five workmen who were work charged 
employees in the engineering department at Wadi 
bunder. There is no rebuttal that they had passed the 
trade test. Nor was witness able to say why they were 
absorbed is Khalasis despite the directions of the Bbard. 
This is clearly unfair labour practice. The workmen 
were working as wiremen as worked charged employees 
for considerable time before their individual posting as 
Khalasis. The circular of Railway Board was applicable 
to them. Therefore, they should have been considered for 
absorption as Wiremen. Instead they were absorbed as 
Khalasis. The workmen were not shown to be 
disqualified to be appointed as wiremen under any rule. 

14. The sheet anchor, of the argument on behalf 
Central Railways is that delay is fatal to the reference. It is 
also argued that number of workmen who have; been 
promoted and made senior to the workman shill be 
affected. It is also argued that the affected woikmen 
should have been made parties to the reference. 

15. This tribunal is of the opinion that delay does 
not destroy the relief to be granted to the workmen. It is 
true that workmen woke upto their rights in the year 1990 
when the matter was taken up by the Union. Thereafter, it 
appears from the affidavit and cross examination of 
Ramnayan Yadav who was re-e.xammed to explain the de^, 
that the matter was pending since 1991 before conciliation 
authority and the Govt. Ramnayan Yadav explained the 
gap between 1982 to 1990, by stating that he had 
approached his Foremen when he was paid less who had 
promised to get the matter settled within three months. 
Looking to the entire circumstances, in the case this tribunal 
is of the view that delay is not entirely fatal to the case of 
workmen. Relief can still be granted to the workmen in 
accordance with law by moulding it to suit the circumstances 
of the case. 
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16, The learned counsel for the Central Railways 
has not been able to satisfy this tribunal how the workmen 
could be absorbed as IGialasis. The workmen have pleaded 
and pro^ cd that the 5 posts of w'iremen w ere available at 
Wadibiinder in the Engineering Department. The 
evidence of B.K. Parigrahi is only to the effect that 
workmen could not be absorbed as wiremcn. They 
could only be absorbed as Khalasis. In absence any 
averment in tlicpart of Sh. B. K.. Parigrahi regarding the 
^■acancies. tiic statement of Ramnayan Yadav is accepted. 
The workmen arc. therefore, entitled to relief It has not 
been show n that the post of wiremen is exclusively 
promotional post. On the other hand Sh. Parigrahi has 
stated that in this cadre direct appointment can be done 
to extent of 25% Therefore, the case of Union of India 
vs Motilal (1996) 33 ATC 304 does not directly apply. 
On the otiicr liand, in a similar situation the Supreme 
Court has not interfered with direction of Administrative 
Tribunal to absorb casual workmen directly in class III 
post- the fact that despite it was impermissible to appoint 
persons directly in Class III. The case of Bhoopsingh vs. 
Union of India (1992) 21 ATC 675 (SC) is regarding 
delay m filing writ petition for reinstatement after 22 
years of dismissal. This case is regarding unexplained 
delay in filing w rit petition. It is distinguishable. None of 
the eases relied upon by the Learned counsel relate to 
jurisdiction of this tribunal in respect of labour dispute. 

17. The result of the aforesaid discussion is that 
this reference is answered by passing an award in favour 
of workmen to the following: 

(i) .611 these workmen shall be deemed to be 

absorbed as Wiretnen respectively from the date of their 
absorption as Khalasis as claimed by them. Accordingly, 
they shall be deemed to be in the pay scale ofRs. 260—400 
as it existed then (which has been subsequently revised to 
Rs. 950 1500). They shall be entitled to get the pay and 

allowances as admissible in that scale. The Central 
Railways arc accordingly directed to calculate the arrears 
of pay and allowances as if the five workmen were 
absorbed as w iremen from the dates they were absorbed 
as Khalasis. They shall also be permitted to claim their 
seniority in the grade of wiremcn from the date 
absorption indicated by this tribunal. Since the workmen 
have already been promoted as wdremcn, the question of 
relief of promotion docs not arise. Nor did the workmen 
pra\’ for tiiat relief The workmen shall be entitled to claim 
seniority as if they were directly appointed to the posts of 
wiremcn subject to condition that they shall not 
be entitled to claim right of promotion over the junior 
persons who lune already been promoted to next cadre 
from the post of wiremen. The seniority of the persons 
alrcad\ promoted shall,not be disturbed. Accordingly, 
this reference is answered. No costs. 
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New Delhi, the 6th November, 2003 

S.O. 3294.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 
CGIT-2/53/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal No. 2 Mumbai as shown in the Annexurc in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Western Railway, and Uieir workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
05-11-2003. 

(No.L-41011/-36/99.IR(B.l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTRALGOVERNMEN^ 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

S. N. Saundankar, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT-2/53 of 2000 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT 
OF WESTERN RAILWAY 

The General Manager, 

Western Railway, 

Headquarter Building. 

Churchgate, 

Miimbai-400020. 

V/s. 

Tlicir Workman; 

The Divisional Secretary. 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad. 

32-A, Chhapra Building, 1st Floor. 

R. K. VaidyaMarg. 

Nr. Plaza Cinema. 

Dadar (West). 

Mumbai-4(X) 028. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employer : Ms. D Fernandes. Advocate 

holding for Mr. Suresh Kumar. 


S.C. PANDEY, Prc.siding Officer 
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For the Workmen : Mr. M, B. Anchan, Advocate. 

Mumbai, dated 25th 
September, 2003. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
Order No. L-41011/36/99/IR(B-l) dated 13/14-03-2000/ 
6-7-2000 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) 
of sub-scction (1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1947 have referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication: 

Whether the action of the management of Western 

Railway in not promoting the following 9 (nine) Mistiy 

(Elec.) who are similarly placed employees under the 

same employer i.c, DRM/BCT is legal and justified? 

If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled to ?” 

(1) Sliri A. R Govari 

(2) S hri Hansala Prasad 

(3) ShriN.V. Kadam 

(4) Shri Kantilal J. 

(5) Shri M. G. Mistry (G) 

(6) Shri Hridayaram S. 

(7) ShriBishanSingliR 

(8) Shri Babulal K. Vanmali 

(9) SliriRR Yadav. 

2. Nine workers named in the schedule are working 
as Electrical Mistrv' imder the Senior Divisional Electrical 
Engineer (Power) Western Railway, Mumbai. The Union 
^^dc claim statement (Exhibit 8) averred that earlier to Third 
Pa> Commission the Electrical Mistries and Electrical 
Chargemen were having tw o separate scales however, as 
per the recommendations of the Fifth Pay Commission the 
scale of the Electrical Mistry was brought on par with that 
ofElectrical Chargeman w.e.f 1-1-1986. It is pleaded that 
even though the Electrical Mistries are entitled to promotion 
to the post of Assistant Elearical Foreman scale Rs. 550— 
750/1600—2660 alongwith Electrical Chargemen, the 
Electrical Mistries were denied promotion on the ground 
that the Electrical Mistries posts are non-selection posts 
and that of the Electrical Chargemen are of selection post. 
It is contended that the Union had challenged the said 
discrimination before the Central Industrial Tribunal No. I, 
Mumbai in Ref No. CGIT-1/49 of 1990 and that the said 
Tribunal by the Award dated 22-6-1994 directed that the 
Mistr>’ should be considered for promotion to the post of 
Assistant Electrical Foreman, on par with the cadre of 
Chargeman and that the said Award has been challenged 
before the High Court of Bombay in Writ Petition No. 488 
of 1997 and that on the directions of the Hon’ble High 
Coiut. the Railway administration has implemented the said 
Aw ard of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 1 


from 10-11-1997 and promoted the Electrical Mistries under 
that Reference to the post of Assistant Electrical Forem^ 
scale of Rs. 550—750/5500—9000. It is the contention of 
Union that workmen under reference belonged to the said 
category ofElectrical Mistiy and the same department and 
therefore denying them promotion is ille^l and unjustified 
therefore the Railway administration be directed to promote 
the workmen under reference like similarly placed 
employees referred in Award dated 22-6-1994. 

3. Management Western Railway resisted the claim 
of Union vide Written Statement (Exhibit 13) contending 
that the workers under reference being Civil Servants whode 
service conditions are governed under the constitutiem 
are not the workmen and that the object of the Railway 
being welfare and non-profit is not an industry under the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. It is averred that 
the Unions claim being ill founded be dismissed with costt. 

4. By Rejoinder (Exhibit 16) Union rdterated the 
recitals in the claim statement denying the averments ill 
the Written Statement. 

5. On the basis of pleadings issues were framed at 
Exhibit 17 and in that context one of the workers viz. Kadam 
filed affidavit in lieu of Examination in Chief (Exhibit 21) 
and the Union closed oral evidence vide purshis (Exhibit 
25). In rebuttal. Assistant Personnel Officer (Electrical) 
Mr. Panwar filed affidavit (Exhibit 26) and the management 
Western Railway closed oral evidence vide purshis 


(Exhibit 27). 

6. Union filed written swbmissioiis Exhibit 28 and the 
management Railway Exhibit 29. On pemsing the record, 
the written submissions and hearing the counsels, I recotd 
my findings on the issues for the reasons mentioned 
below: 


Issues 

1. Whether Railway is an 
‘industry’ as defined under 
Section 2(j) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act ? 

2. Whether employees named in 
the schedule are workmen 
under Section 2(s) of the 
Industrial Disputes Aa ? 

3. Whether the action of the 
management of Western 
Railway in not promoting the 
9 (nine) Mistry (Elec.) who 
are similarly placed employees 
under the same employer i.e. 
DRM/BCT is legal and 
justified ? 

4. What relief these employees 
are entitled to ? 


Findingai 

Yes. 


Yes. 


No. 


As per 
order below. 


REASONS 


7. At the outset the Learned Counsel Ms. Fernandes 
for the Railway administration submits that Railway is not 
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an 'industry ' and that workers under reference are not 
‘workmen* under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. hence, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain 
and adjudicate the reference. The Learned Counsel Ms. 
Fernandes submits that the Central Government had 
enacted the Administrativ e Tribunal Act 1985, wliich cover 
the employees of the Railway and that the service 
conditions arc governed under the Central Rules and 
therefore the Central Administrative Tribunal has 
jurisdiction and not the Industrial Tribunal. It is well settled 
legal position that Railway is an ‘industry’. His Lordship 
of Bombay High Court in Writ Petition No. 1751 of 1991 by 
the Order diiied 11 -10-2()0() while deciding the applications 
filed against the Rarhvay Department under Section 33 C 
(2) of the Industnal Disputes Act clearly niled that Railway 
is an ‘ indust rv '. Recently in Writ Petition No. 1728 of 1998 
in tlic matter of Western Railway V/s. Virendra Kumar dated 
12-6-2003 Hon'ble High Court directed the Railway 
administration to pay overtime allowance to the workers. 
In \ iew of the rulings referred to above, it is apparent that 
the Railway is an ‘industry’ and that workers under 
reference arc 'workmen’, consequently this Tribunal has 
jurisdiction m w idth to entertain and adjudicate the same. 
Issues No. 1 & 2 arc answered accordingly. 

8. Once it is clear that workers under reference are 
’workmen' and that Railway is an ‘indusUy ’ point crops on 
w hether the w orkmen arc entitled to promotion like similarly 
placed workmen in Reference No. CGIT-1/49 of 1990 dated 
22-6-1994. Assistant Personnel OlFicer (Electrical) Mr. 
Panwar admitted that the workers under reference are 
w orking as Electrical Mistry' in Electrical Department whose 
promotion is by w ay of selection. He further admitted that 
the Electrical Mistries named in Reference No. CGIT-1/49 
of 199tt dated 22-6-1 994 w ere promoted as JE-I & II. On this 
back ground the Learned Counsel Mr. Anchan for the 
workers under reference submits tliat the Electrical Mistries 
w ho were part} to the reference are promoted and that the 
workmen under reference similarly placed, are denied 
promotion only because they were not party 
ill the said .Award, He submits the Tribunal pointed out 
that in view of the recommendations made by the Fourth 
Fay Commission the two categories of Mistry and 
Cliargcinan ha\c been brought on par and therefore the 
Mistry should be considered for promotion to post of 
AE-Foreman on par with the cadre of Chargeman. The 
Learned Counsel Ms. Fernandes holding for Mr. Suresh 
Kumar Ad\ ocate for the management pointed out that Writ 
Petition bearing No. 488/97 against the Award is 
pending in the High Court. Since as per the Award dated 
22-6-1994 Railway administration promoted the Electrical 
Mistries as JE-I & II. the similarly placed workmen under 
reference arc certainly entitled to promotion to Assistant 
Electrical Foremen. In this view of the matter, the 
management's action in not promoting the w orkers under 
reference is wholly illegal and unjustified. Issues are 
answered accordingly and hence the order. 


ORDER 

The action of the management of Western Railway 
in not promoting the 9 (nine) Mistiy (Elec) who are similarfy 
placed employees under the same employer i.e. DRM/BCrr 
is neither legal nor justified. 

Management Western Railway is directed to promote 
the workmen under reference like similarly placed 
employees in Award dated 22-6-1994 of Reference No. 
CGm/49ofl990. 

S. N, S AUNDANKAR, Presiding Officer 
6 2003 
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New Delhi, the 6th November, 2003 
S.O. 3295,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Ontral 
Government hereby publishes the Award (l.D. No. 
119/2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal / 
Labour Court, Lucknow now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of (Central Railw^ and their woikman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
05/11/2003. 

[No. L41012/33/2001-IR(B.I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECIMRALGOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIALTRromAMXIM-IjyBOlJRCOUR^ 

LUCKNOW 

PRESENT: 

Shiikant Shukla, Presiding Officer 
LD.No. 119/2001 

Reference No. L-41012/33/2001/IR(B-I) 

Dt. 20-7-2001 
Between; 

Sri Rajinder Prasad 
eVo Sh. Narain Das Bironia 
R/o 167, Taksal 
Jhansi-284001 

AND 

1. The Divisional Railway Manager (P) 

Ontral Railway, Jhansi-284001. 
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2. TheDy. Chief Engg. (Const.) 

Central Railway, Near Rly. Ho^ital 
Jhansi-284(X)1. 

AWARD 

Bharat Sarkar Shram Mantialaya, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi ^^de their Order No. L-41012/33/2001/IR(B-1) 
dated 20-7-2001 has referred following reference for 
adjudication to this tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the management of Deputy 
Chief Engineer (Construction), Cenual Railway, 
Jhansi in terminating the services of Rajinder Prasad 
w.e.f. 2-5-76 is justified? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

The worker's case in brief is that Sri Rajinder Prasad, 
who shall hereinafter be called as worker, was appointed as 
Casual Labour on 19-7-1972 and he was issued casual 
labour card No. 124135 under Jhansi Division Railway and 
he started woikingunder I.O.W. (Doubling). Thereafter he 
woriced at different places till 1-5-1976. He was entitled to 
obtain temporary status for which he represented time to 
time. During the tenure of his ser\-ice, the Railway 
Administration issued various circulars for regularising the 
ser\ ices in class IV category and he demanded to be 
regularised, but he was retrenched on 2-5-76. Worker was 
not informed the reasons of retrenchment nor he was given 
any notice, w orker was not paid retrenchment compaisation 
as well. On the other hand juniors to the worker named 
Haider Ali. Virendra Kumar and Kaimal are still engaged in 
service. Worker has prayed that his termination be rgected 
& should be reinstated with back wages and all 
consequencial benefit O.P. has denied the claim of the 
workman in their written statement on the following 
grounds: 

1. The w orker has approached the Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner/Concilatioii Officer in the year 
2000-2001 in respect of alleged retrenchment 
dated 2-5-76. after a gap of 25 years & as such 
is barred by latches. 

2. Tlrat as per Railway Board circulars, the records 
of casual labour are.weeded out between 3 to 5 
> ears and all the rele\ ant records pertaining to 
alleged ser\ ice is weeded out. 

3. The construction is separate independent 
organisation and not untter directly controlled 
b> Di\ isional Railway Manager. Jhansi. but it 
controlled b\ Chief Engineer. Construction. 
Mumbai, as such there is no concern with 
Dwisional Railw ay Manager. Jhansi. Dhisional 
Railway Manager. Jhansi does not engage 
casual labour, but it is senior sub-ordinate to 
engages casual labour. 

4. Worker was engaged as daily rated casual 
labourfor 19-7-72under theconstmctionunit. 


5. Construction unit used to utilise the casual 
labours from time to time on different woricrf 
for completions of projects. 

6. Worker did not work continuously front 
19-7-72 to 1-5-76 as alleged by him. He wai 
engaged in brief spells and after completion o( 
the project he 1^ the service of his owni 
During the entire period of service tlw worked 
did not complete 240 days continuously. 

7. Due to non completion of required number of 
working days he could not be granted 
temporary status as such he is not entitled tu 
benefits. 

8. There was no scheme of regularisatiwi in the 
year 1976, 

9. The worker himself abandond the service A. 
he never returned. Had the worker been 
available his services could have been utilised 
in another project. 

10. None of the juniors of the work^ has bee^ 

retained in service. t 

i' 

Worker did not file any document alii^lii^ni ilb tifs 
statement of claim, but has fil^ following docuinen&,ae^ 
after the opposite party denied the claim in writte^ 
statement: 

PAPERN0.4 


SI. No. 

Date 

Detail 

1. 

194)7-72 

Casual Labour Card No. 124135 

2. 

09-lft«8 

Railway Circular 

3. 

23-05-96 

Railway Circular 

4. 

01-05-79 

Representation 

5. 

11-05.82 

Representation 

6. 

2607-82 

Representation 

7. 

2603-«7 

Representation 

8. 

29-10-87 

Representation 

9. 

03-05-88 

U.RC 

10. 

12-09-88 

Representation 

11. 

14-12-88 

Representation 

12. 

06-11-89 

Representation 

13. 

0909-90 

Representation 

14. 

— 

Postal Receipt 

15. 

11-09-91 

Representation 

16. 

12-09-91 

Representation 

17. 

1304-93 

Representation 

18. 

2101-^ 

Representation 
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SI. No. 

Date 

Detail 

19. 

2l-(H-99 

Representation 

20. 

1602-99 

Representation 

21. 

0803-99 

Answer letter 

22. 

15-06-99 

Answer letter 

23. 

3(M)7-99 

Answer letter 

24. 

2308-99 

Representation 

25. 

309-99 

Answer letter 

26. 

1709-99 

Answer letter 

27. 

20-12-99 

Representation 

28. 

27-01-99 

Representation 

29. 

15-10-99 

Copy of legal notice 

30. 

20-12-99 

Representation 

31. 

09-12-99 

Answer of legal notice 

32. 

0803-2000 

Answer of letter from DRM Office 

33. 

1106-96 

ID case No. 123/92 award given 
by CGIT, Kanpur 

34. 

18-05-99 

W.P. No. 40252/97, orders passed 
by High Court 


The opposite party has filed following copies of 
documents ; 


1. The Railway Board circular issued after 1976. 
Workman has filed his affidavit on the other 
hand O.P. has filed the affidavit of Asstt. 
Engineer Sri Dapale Chandra Patil. 

Heard learned representative of the parties and 
perused record. 

Worker has filed photo copies of casual labour 
record paper Nos. 4/3 to 4/6 which shows 
following entiy; 

S. • Period of Assignmen t Nature of Signature & 


No. 

From 

To 

assign¬ 

ment 

Desgn. of 

Supdt. 
w ith date 

1. 

19-7-72 

4-10-72 

C.L.Kh 

Sig. not legible 

2. 

19-4-73 

18-9-73 

Kh 

seal AE, Const. 
Jhansi 

3. 

26-9-73 

18-10-73 

C.L.Kh. 


4. 

6-12-74 

2-5-76 

CL. 

Sig. not legible 
Deptt. Seal not 
legible 


Woiker lias filed the cop>' of following representations. 


1. Dated 1-5-79 after 3 years of alleged termination 
requesting the AEM (Construction) Doubling, 
C. R. Jhansi to produce him an opportunity to 
sen e as it is learnt that those who have worked are 
offered permanent appointment. 


I Dated 11-5-82 addressed to GM, CR. Bombay. VT 
requesting him to take him back as reagular 
employee. 

3. Dated 25-7-82 addressed to D and C.R. Jhansi 
requesting him to given an oppiortunity to the 
workman as regualr worker. 

4. Dated 29-10-87 addressed to AE (Construction) 
CR, Jhansi for entering workers name in the 
Register, so that he may again be taken in job. 

5. Dated 14-12-88, reminding the Asstt. Engineer 
(Construction) C.R. Jhansi, reminding workers 
previous letters 1-5-79. 26-3-87, 29-10-87 
2-5-88,12-9-88. 

6. Dated 6-11 -89 reminding the Asstt. Engineer about 
worker letter 1-5-79, 26-3-87,29-10-87, 12-9-88 
14-12-88. 

7. Dated 11-9-91 letter addressed to General Manager, 
CR, Bombay VT alleging that he has worked as 
casual labour without break for one year and 
remaining work in pieces and he 
has reminded his previous letter dated 
11-5-82, 9-7-90. Also requested that he be 
inducted as regular employee. 

8. Dated 12-9-91 letter addressed to Divisional 
Railway Manager, Jhansi reminding him about 
his previous letters 11-5-82, 25-7-82 again 
alleging that he has worked without break 
for one year, and remaining work in pieces and 
he be taken in employment as regular employee. 

9. Dated 13-4-93 addressed to AE (Construction) 
requesting him to employ the worker as 
regular employee. 

10. Dated 12-1-99 addressed to Sr. DPO.CR. Jhansi 
again requesting him to employ him as regular 
employee. 

11. Dated 21-1-99 addressed to DRM to employ the 
worker as regular employee. 

It is relevant to mention here that according to the 
copy of letter of Asstt. Engineer, CR, Jhansi addressed 
to DRM. Jhansi dated 15-6-91 has categorically stated 
that the woiker has worked fran 19-7-72 to 4-10-72,19-4-73 
to 18-9-73 and 26-9-73 to 18-10-73 as casual Khalasi and 
thereafter worker has not reported to his office for work 
nor he sent a letter. According to this letter the worker has 
worked 16 days in the year 1972, 5 month, 5 days, in 1973. 

Question is whether the worker has worked 
as aforesaid or has worked as mentioned the casual 
labuour service record. 

Details of service records as for as it relates to work 
in lOW (Doubling) CR, Jhansi or concerned, is confirmed 
by the opposite party, but the details of work in (Const.) 
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W/s CR, Rly, Jhansi is not confinned with regard to 
worker’s engagement from 6-12-74 to 2-5-76. In this 
connection following facts and* circumstances are 
note worthy : 

(a) Worker hj« not filed the service record at the time 
of filing statement, though notice required 
the worker to do so. It is only after the W.S. 
was filed the worker came forward and filed the 
rejoinder alongwith the photostat copies of the 
documents. 

(b) Worker has stated in para 5 of the statement of 
claim that he worked from 19-7-72 to 1-5-76 at 
various placed; of work, but he has not given 
details of places. It is concealment of facts that 
the worker has not given the details at various 
places, the O.P. was in a position to verify the 
correctness of the allegations. 

If the documents filed by the worker are genuine, 
the facts which are made out from the letter as 
follows: 

(1) Letter dated 1-5-79 does not allege that 
the worker was retrenched on 2-5-76. It 
only shows that the worker worked for 766 
days and such others were taken on permanent 
service, he also requested that he be 
provided another opportunity where as if 
all the details of service record is counted, it 
comes out to be only 618 days. In the 
circumstances why the worker wrote 
letter dated 1-5-79, that he has 766 days? 
Worker ought to have written that he was 
retrenched and should have given the correct 
details. It is noteworthy that the worker 
worked only 194 days in lOW (Doubling), but 
which writing the letter to lOW(Doubling). 
CR, Jhansi he conceals this fact. 

(2) After sending the first application, workers 
keeps silent for about 2 years and on 11-5-82 
sent another Letter. In that letter he resiles 
from the working of 766 days and confirms 
himself to 7(X) days only. Here in, he allegs that 
he has continuously worked for one year that 
conceals relevant dates. In this application also 
he has not mentioned that he was terminated 
on 2-5-76. This letter is addressed to General 
Manager; Central Railway, Bomb^ V.T. Worker 
ought to have given details of the work done 
together with date, month and year with the 
allegations that he was terminated. An adverse 
inference could be drawn that he was not 
terminated on the alleged date and his allegation 
of 700 days works incorrect. 

(3) On 25-7-82 he sends another letter to DS 
Central Railway’ In this letter he states 


again does not say that he was terminated^ 
on 2-5-76 and again he states that hei 
worked for 700 days without furnishing thei 
day and date. He prays for regular appointment' 

(4) After about 5 years he sends a letter to Asstt. 
Engineer (Construction) Central Railway,! 
Jhansi, requesting thereby that his name be 
got entered in the live register. In this lettei 
also he did not disclose the period during which 
he was employed in the Constmction Division, 
Jhansi. Meaning there by his name was no| 
entered in the live register maintained by the 
Construction Division also that he had 
no knowledge of the entry in the Service 
Records. Common inference shall be that the 
Service Record of the casual labour which 
woiker has filed at a later stage was having no 
entry of working in the Construction Division 
till 26-3-87 when the said letter was written. 

(5) Letter dt. 14-12-88 and 6-11-89 arc in nature 
afreminder. 

(6) Letter dated 7-7-80 was sent to the Genera® 
Manager for regularising him from Temporary 
casual labour. This time as usual workdr 
has not disclosed the fact that he wjte 
terminated and also not disclosed the dateh 
month and year of his engagen^t. Thislettells 
again followed by the letter dated 11-9-91 with 
the same request. In the subsequent letter he 
does not say that he has worked for 700 days 
ami confmeshimsetf for working without break 
for one year and remaining in pieces. He still 
not states as to which year he continuously 
worked for continuous one year. 

(7) Worker sends another letter dated 12.9.91 for 
the regularisation. Nothing new is stated in this 
letter which is addressed to DRM. 

(8) 4 years after sending the letter to Asstt. Engine^ 
(Construction Division), worker has writtdn 
letterdated 13-4-93 for regularisation withoiit 
mentioning a single word that he wis 
terminated on 2-5-76 and has worked from si^h 
date month and year to such date and year. On 
21-1-99 worker sent another letter to Sr. DPO, 
Central Railway for the same prayer followed 
by another letter dated 21-1-99. 

(10) Ultimately the worker got written one letter 
through the Member of Parliament. Hon’ble 
M.P. has stated that the worker was terminated 
on 2-5-76. The letterdated 27-1-99 followed by 
raninder dated 16-2-99. 

O. P. has argued that the worker has never 
repoiledforworkintheC^nstructionDivisionof Railways. 
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He deserted the O.P. He has only prayed for regularising 
him as permanent railway servant. He has also relied 
upon. The Indian Railway Establishment Code \blume 
1985 which defines Railway Servant and the term railway 
servant excluded casual labour. Unless a person is 
appointed by the authority to make appointments he 
can not be a member of service. On the contrary the 
worker was casual labour project as defined in 
Chapter XX which has follows:— 

2001 (1) (b) casual labours are also engaged on 
Railways for execution of railway projects, such as 
new lines, doubling. Conversion, construction of 
buildings, track renewals Railway Relay Inter Locking 
Railway Electrification, setting up of new units etc. 
Casual labours regularised are referred to as project 
casual labour. 

The management further laid down that the 
labours on projects who have put in 180 days of 
continuous employment on works of the same type are 
entitled for 1/.10 of the minimum of the appropriate 
scale of pay plus DA and before giving the said benefit a 
preliminary verification in regard to age and completion of 
requisite number of days of continuous service should 
be done by the Asstt. Officer and the person should also 
be got medically examined and only if found fit he should 
be granted regular scale of pay. Even after granting the 
temporary' status such casual labour do not become the 
regular employees. 

Once an individual acquires temporary status 
after fulfilling the conditions, he acquires the 
status so long as he is in continuous employment 
on railways. In other works if he is transferred by 
the administration to work of different nature, 
he does not loose the temporary status. 

Should it become necessary to engage 
additional casual labour, discharged casual labour, 
who have not been remployed they will be re-engaged 
against future requirements in order of priority on the 
basis or total period of service prior to their 
discharge. The unlike of fresh faces' are not permitted 
except prior personal approval of the General Manager 
has been obtained, power to accord such approval can 
not be delegated to lower level. 

In rule No.2005 certain privileges are admissible to 
casual, labour who are treated as temporary (i.e. given 
temporary' status) after the completion of 120 days or 360 
days of continuous employment as the case may be : 

(a) rights & benefits admissible to the railway 
servants as laid down in Chapter 
XXIII ofthc mannual etc. 

(b) ■■ Such casual labours who acquire temporary 
status will not, however, be brought on to the 

. pcrnianentor regular establishment are treated 
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as irr^ular en^loyment or Railw^ untill and 
unless they are selected through regular 
selection Board for Group D’ Posts in the 
manner laid down from time to time subject to 
such order as the Railway Board may issue 
fiom time to time.broken period. 

(c) no temporary post shall be created to 
accommodate such casual labour..... in the case 
of project casual labour. 

(d) Casual Labours.Permanent railway 

employee. 

(e) Casual Labour engaged..puiposeof hospital 

leaveintermsof Rule554-R-1 (1985 Edition). 

Rule 2006 

Absorption of Casual Labour in regular 

vacancies. 

Absorption of casual labour in r^ular Group. 

(i) Employment may be completed in regular 
Group D en^loyment may be considered in 
accordance with instructions issued by the 
Railway Board from time to time. Such 
absorption is, however, not automatic but is 
subject, inter alia, to availability of vacancies 
and suitability and eligibility of individual 
casual labour and rules regarding seniority 
unit method of absorption etc. decided by the 
Railway Administration. 

(ii) Casual Watermen for summer season shall be 
eligible for temporary status on completion 
of 120 days of continuous en^loyment. 

The learned rqjresentative of the woricer has argued 
that the worker who has acquired temporary 
status can not be terminated. In the present case 
facts of the case are different. The worker himself has not 
alleged in the representatives. That he was illegally 
terminated. All along he has been pressing hard that 
his services should be regularised and he should 
be made regular employee. In none of letter he 
has written to the concerning officer that 
he was willing to work as casuaL labour temporary 
project and he was denied the job. The worker has 
himself deserted the employer, casual labour like 
any other labour is master of his ovm labour, if he does 
not want to serve the employer he can be asked to serve. 
From the records of case file, it is clearly made out that 
the worker never intended to work as casual labour. It is 
difficult to hold from the worker own evidence that he 
completed 180 days. Entry in Service Record 
6-12-74 to 2-5-76 is not correct for the reasons 
discussed above but from the worker’s own letters 
it could be inferred that the same is not correct. 
Even if it is presumed fora monmentthat theentiy is correct 
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worker himself denied that status. He never challenged 
that he was ever tenninated till the filing ofclaim before the 

court. The circumstances clearly prove that the worker 
himself did not like to work as casual labour and 
has been insisting for declaring him a regular 
employee of the Railway. He has been sitting all along 24 
years without requesting the railways that he may be 
accommodated as casual labour and will wait for his term 
for regular employment after observing the formalities. 

Worker has not explained as to why he did not 
challenge in case he was tenninated on 5-2-76 for such a 
long term of 24 years. If he was aggrieved. No reasonable 
explanation given for such delay. O.P. has placed reliance 
on 2001 Supreme Court (L&S) 239 Indian Iron & Steel Co. 
Ltd. Vs. Prahalad Singh. In the present case it is alleged 
after a lapse of 24 years that the termination is illegal and 
the case law mentioned above delay was 13 years. 

The learned representative of the O.P has argued 
that there was no dispute regarding not working of the 
casual labour project for 24 years. The worker himself has 
abonded the job long long back. The worker was only 
insisting his employment as a regular Railway Servant and 
after a lapse of 24 years the Govt, should not have referred 
the dispute of termination for adjudication. He has argued 
that our own High Court has quashed such reference. He 
has relied his argument on 2001(84) Flil 304 U.P. State 
Electricity Board and another V/s. State of U.P, & Others. 
He has argued that “It is true that the Act does not lay 
down any period of limitation. This however does not mean 
that a dispute can be raised at any time even after an 
inordinate delay that can be a legitimate ground for holding 
that there does not exist in present Industrial Dispute.” 
However in case there is undue and inordinate as well as 
explained delay. A presumption may arise on the fects and 
circumstances of particular case that no dispute exists in 
piesent and in siwh cases the reference may by the Govt, 
may be quashed. In the above case, law that facts and 
circumstances were that the respondent No, 5 kqit silence 
for more than 15 years and he wake up only after the 
petition of the other co-worker was allow^ and he made 
no effort to get his dispute rrferred to Industrial Tribunal 
or a Labour Court. Now he can not be allowed to raise a 
dispute after a l^jise of such a long time. 

The facts and circumstances of the case are that all 
along since I -5-79 the worker has been demanding for his 
employment as a permanent employee, as discussed above, 
that is not the issue referred for adjudication. The issue 
referred to the court is whether the action of the 
management of Deputy Chirf Engineer Construction, 
Central Railway, Jhansi in terminating the services of Shri 
Rajender Prasad w.e.f. 2-5-79 is justified? I have to confine 
myself to the issue referred. The said issue was never raised 
by the workman for the 24 long years. Why it was not 
raised is not explained at all. The case law alone referred 


the representative, is particularly a|q>licabte to the fltels 
and circumstances of the present case. 

O. P. has relied on yrt aiK^ier case law of HontUe 
Raj^than High Court PuWfehed in 2000(85) FLR $24 

Nai^idra Singh Solanki and RAW and Finisl^ Piodu(4ioit 
and Another. Hon’We High Court held that “In the *sefooe 

of any such evidence, finding by the learned judge th^ it 

isacaseof^bandmunsttcannotbe.-. 

. .by the learned Labour Oburt 

or by this Cwat. 

The learned representative of the workman IWve 
rdiedonthecaselawLLR 1994 the ChirfGaieralManIgjH' 
SBI, Lucknow V/s B. C. Vferma and CHha:s» the fectsand 
circumstances of the present case are different than What 
ever in the case above. 

Another case referred by the workm$n*s 
representative are as fWlows: 

(1) LLR Satish Pal Singh V/s Union of India. 

C2) CWPNo. 12061 of 1994JeevanPrasadMisraiand 
L^urCourt 

0) 1985 Siqrraiie Court Ceases (L&S) 531. 

Y. RAMANAJANEYULS Vs State of A. P, and 
Others. 

(4) 1999 LLR 972KamatakaHighCouitS.N.\fesaand 
others Management of BhartiyaFertizwener 
and Another. 

(5) 2000 LLR 136 Etelhi High Court, Delhi Transport 
Corporation V/s. Presiding Officer and Othei|B. 

(6) 1999 LLR 845 New Delhi Municipal C<nporitfion 
V/s, O.P. Sethi and others. 

I have gone through all the cases referred. I Huirfoly 
come to the conclusion that the f3Cts and circumstanaes of 
the present case is different then others. In the present 
case no dispute was raised for 24 years about the 
termination. In the present case it is the workman who 
ceased to report for delay and even after he ceased to 
report for duty. It is not worker’s case that at aay point of 
time he reported for duty and he was refilled to wruk- He 
strmght away invokes the provision of the Act and ferao- 
fore this a case on which Railways have done nothing 
whatsoever to put on and to his empkyment and kencc 
the case does not fell within the meaning of Section 2(oo) 
of the Act, therefore it does not satisfy the requirentent of 
Section 25. 

On the discussion above 1 come to the concission 
that there is long delay of 24 years which has nolbeen 
satisfectorily explained. 1 also come to the conclusiojn that 
the emirfoyCT did not terminate theservkxsof the wortman, 
rather it is the workman who abandoned the wo^ Issue 
therefore decided accordingly againrt the workmap and 
the vrorkman is not entitled to axty relirf. ' 

30-1O-2003 

SHRIKANT SHUKLA, PresidingOfficcr 
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NeT\ Delhi, the 6th November. 2003 

S.O. 3296.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Go\ cmnient hereby publishes the aw'ard (Ref No. 134/2002) 
of the Central Go\ ernmeut Industrial Tribuna l-cum-Laboiu- 
Court. H\ dcrabad as shown in the anne.xiire in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
nianagcincru of Heinadri C’cment Limited and their w oiLmaa 
which was rccei^ed bv the Central Government on 
06-11-2003 

[No. L-29025/6/2(X)3-lR (M)] 
B. M, DAVID. Under Secy'. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORF, THE CENTRAL GOVERNNIENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: ShriE, Ismail. B. Sc.. L LB., 
Presiding Officer 

Dated, the 8ih da\ of September. 2003 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L, C.I.D.No. I34/2tX)2 

(Old I.D. No. 238/97 Tnmsferred from Industrial 
Tribnnal-cum-Labour Court, Guntur) 

BETWEEN: 

Sri Ch. Bhaskara Rao. 

R/o Kona Kanchi Post. 

Pcnuganchiprohi Maiidal. 

Knshna District, 

AND 

The Plant Manager. 

Heiradri Cement Limited. 

Vedadcri Village. 

Jaggaiahpet. 

Krishna District. . . . .Respondent 


For the Petitioner : M/s. G. Ravimohan, R. Devander 

Reddy, G. Srinivasa Redcfy & 

G. Naresh Kumar. Advocates 
For the Respondent : Sri Y. Sitaramaiah. Advocates 

AWARD 

The case I.D. No. is 238/1997 transferred from 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. Guntur in view of 
the Government of India, Ministry of Labour’s order No. 
H-11026/1/2001-IR(C“II) dated 18-10-2001 and renumbered 
inthisCourtas L.C.LD. No. 134/2002.Tliisisacasetaken 
under Sec. 2 A( 2 ) of the I.D. Act, 1947 in \ic\v of the judgment 
of the Hon ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 
W.R No. 8395 of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. 
Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two 
others. 

2 . The brief facts as stated in the petition are: That 
the Petitioner was appointed on 4-8-90. He was paid a 
consolidated salary of Rs. 1.400/- as per the terms and 
conditions at the time of appointment of the Petitioner. 
Thereafter his services were confirmed by the post of diesel 
mechanic in the pay scale of Rs. 559-15-20-859/- with a 
revised total salary of Rs. 1.734/- per month with effect 
from 1-6-93 by an office order dated 4 -12-93. he has been 
'discharging his duties to the utmost satisfaction of his 
superiors without any remarks. The allegation that the 
Petitioner is that the Petitioner was issued with a show 
cause notice dated 17-11-95 alleging that the Petitioner 
have asked M/s. Professional Compressors Repairs, 
Vijayawada to pay illegal gratifications on percentage basis 
for an amount paid to the party' by the Company. The 
I^etitioner has taken Rs. 500/- from M/s. Professional 
Compressors Repairs after completion of compressor 
l epairs recently. The Petitioner submitted his explanation 
dated 20-11-1995 denying the charges alleged to have been 
committed. The Petitioner w as suspended from services 
by an order dated 24-11-95. Show cause notice-cum- 
chargesheet was given on 27-11-95. An enquiry was 
(Xinducted against the principles of natural justice. That 
the Petitioner’s duties are as diesel mechanic to repair 
diesel engines, compressors etc., within the premises of 
the Company. The Petitioner is no way concerned ■with the 
financial transactions. Since the Petitioner madeccmiplaint 
against MW 1 in respect of guilty' of repairs work, the MW 1 
has made a complaint against the Petitioner to cover up 
Ids misdeeds. That the enquiry was not conducted properly. 
It is prayed that the dismissal order dated 20-2-96 be set 
aside and the Petitioner be reinstated into servdee with 
t>ack wages. 

3, A counter was filed on behalf of the respondent, 
lliat the Petitioner was taken by the Respondent as diesel 
mechanic-cum-operator on predation from 27-8-90. During 
his predation period his services were found satisfactory 
and his probation was extended from time to time and lastly, 
the services were confirmed in December. 1993, and was 
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taken as diesel mechanic and posted in a factory. He used 
to attend at machines of the factory and also at mines and 
he has to see the smooth running of the machines and also 
has to attend the small repairs if any to the said machines. 
Further, he has to go outside whenever machine was sent 
to repairs to outside factory to M/s. Professionals. 
Vijayawada for repairs and has to verify whether the repairs 
was proper or not. While so on 4-9-95 the Respondent sent 
the ELGI Compressor machine to the professionals, 
Vijayawada for repairs at the instance of Mines Manager 
and they asked to depute the concerned person and the 
Petitioner was deputed and projected the machine on 
3-11 -95. A letter was received from M/s. Professionals that 
the Petitioner asked for Mamulu, they offered 
Rs. 200/- but the Petitioner was not satisfied, instead of it 
he took Rs. 500/- from out of the total repair costs of 
Rs. 60,000/-. He went on asking again and again. Herrce, an 
enquiry was formed and he was dismissed. 

4. As the Petitioner was absent although Mr. 
Ravimohan offered and filed Vakalat, continuously and the 
Petitioner’s Counsel conceded that the domestic enquiry 
is validly held on 5-3-2003. But, continuously no 
representation was made on behalf of the Petitioner. Neither 
he nor his Counsel appeari,d for the last three hearings. 

5. The Petitiorcr and Counsel were called absent 
on 9-4-2003 and 26 5-2003. Hence, the arguments of the 
Learned Counsel for the Respondent were heard on 
14-7-2003. Before coming to the arguments of the Learned 
Counsel for the Respondent, the submissions of the 
Petitioner are That he was appointed as diesel mechanic 
cum operator on 4-8-90 and paid on consolidated salary of 
R: .. 1400/- per awnth. llieiea^ his services were confirmed 
in the post of diesel mechanic when the graded scale was 
Rs. 5,59-15-20-859/-. That the engine was sent for repairs 
and it was alleged that the Petitioner was asked M/s. 
Professional Compressors Repairs to pay illegal gratification 
on percentage basis for a \ amount paid to the company. 
The-cllicncr h?? taken Rs. 500/- fix)m M/s. Professionals 
after completion of compressor repairs recently. That he 
was suspended from service by an order dated 24-11-95. 
That the Petitioner is in no way concerned in the financial 
transactions. He was neither allowed to go nor to discuss 
with other parties. As the Petitioner is made complaint 
against MWl (in the enquiry) in respect of guilty of repairs 
work, MW 1 has made a complaint against the Petitioner. 
Hence, he may be reinstated. 

6 . As the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner has 
conceded that the domestic enquiry is validly conducted, 
the only arguments could have been under Sec. 11 A. 
Unfortunately, the Petitioner and the Counsel for the 
Petitioner were absent. Further, it may be taken as his 
argument that the Petitioner would have submitted that 
the punishment is disproportionate to the alleged charge 
of having accepted Rs. 500/- The Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent submits that the Respondent Company was 
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on the loss and the same was referred to B.I.F.R to declare 
the respondent factory as a sick unit and the casp is 
registered as case No. 247/98 before the B.I.F.R. So as per 
the A.I.F.R., Delhi, the Re^ndent cement fiictory is a sick 
industry. As such the provisions of Section-22 of S.I.G. A. 
Act are applicable to the respondent's cement industry. 
Hence, the question of reinstatement of the Petitioner does 
not arise at all, as the Company itself is closed from 1999. 
That the Petitioner has taken Rs. 500/-, still not satis(ed, 
he demanded more. In fact, the Respondent calletithe 
Petitioner and questioned the allegations made againi^ liim 
in the said complaint of M/s. Professional Comprepsor 
Repairs, Mjayawada but, he did not give any reply and 
kept quite. It is a gross misconduct and as the enqu^y is 
held valid he cannot be show any mercy. He also relied on 
the Judgement reported in LLJ 2003 page 22? wherein it 
was held by his Lordship that “Obtaining illegal 
gratification—Inquiry Officer holding Petitioner guilfy— 
Disciplinary authority agreeing with said conslusicii— 
Appellate authority confirming dismissal—As appellate 
authority has applied his mind and has no passed order 
mechanically, order of ai^llate authority cannot be said 
to be illegal”. He also relied on 2000(87) FLR page’322 
wherein it was held that‘Tribunal having held that domestic 
enquiry is fair and valid— The scope of interference was 
very limited”. So he submits that no sympathy need be 
shown. 

7. It may be noted that as the enquiry has been 
conceded to have been validly conducted, it is a question 
of demanding illegal gratification and accepting Rs. 500/- 
and then further demand is there. Hence, it is not a fitcase 
to warrant any interference. Hence, an award is paiBsed 
holding that the Petitioner is not entitled to any relief) 

Award passed accordingly. 

Dictated to Kum. K. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
trasneribed by her, corrected and prononuced by mq, on 
this the 8 th day of September, 2003. 

E, ISMAIL, Presiding C^cer 
Appendix Of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined forthe 

Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Dooimetns marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

6 2003 
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^ 14 ) ^ 7 % 

gfrr % 



7408 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: NOVEMBER 29,2003/AGRAHAYANA 8,1925 


(^ 3 ^^ 1 ^ 6 / 2001 ) 

'STt ^ 06-11-2003 ■^■5nw^37T «IT I 

[■^. ■Q;^.-29025/5/2003-3^T^. 33K. (f^ft^)] 
■^o T^o -Ife, 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2003 

S.O. 3297,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 6/2001) 
crfthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court,, Hyderabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Visakhapatnam Steel Plant and their 
woricman, which was received by the Central Government 
on06-l 1-2003. 

[No. L-29025/5/2003-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT. Shii E. ISMAIL, B. Sc., L.L.B., 
Presiding Officer 

Dated the 24th day of September, 2003 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.LD,Na 6/2001 
BETWEEN: 

Sri Sube Singh, 

S/o Ramachander, 

Technician Mechanical, 

E. NO. 106349, Jaggayyapet, 

Limestone Mines, 

Msakhapatnam Steel Plant, 

Jaggayyapet, Krishna District. _Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Chainnan-cum-Managing Direaor, 

M/s. Rashtriyan Ispat Nigam Ltd., 

Visakhapatnam Steel Plant, 

Ukkunagaram, Msakhapatnam. 

2. The Director (Personnel), 

Visakhapatanam Steel Plant, 

Ukkunagaram, Visakhapatnam 

3. The Manager (Personnel), 

Msakhapatnam Steel Plant, 

Ukkunagaram, Visakhapatnam. 

4. The Manager (OMQ), 

Visakhapatnam Steel Plant, 

Jaggayyapet Limestone Mines, 

Jaggayyapet, Krishna District .Respondents 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petiti(Mier : M/s. M. Pitchaiah, M.L. Ali, 

K. Kalidas& VS. Subramanyam, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent: M/s. V Ravinder Rao, Satoor 
Narayana Goud & Ram Joshi, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

ThisisacasetakenunderSec. 2 A(2)<rf’the I.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court 
of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between SriU. Chinn^^wandM/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The brief facts as stated in the petition are: That 
the Petitioner was initially appointed as technician 
(Mechanical) in the Respondent Compaiiy on 25-4-89 and 
he was pr^ed at Visakhapatnam Steel Plant Mines at 
Jaggayyapeta, Krishna District. That the Petitioner was 
elected as General Secretary in V.S.P. Mines Employees 
Unirmin theyear 1991-92. During this period he has agit^ed 
for the legitimate rights of the employees and brought 
irregularities and misaj^roimation of the Respondent 
Management to the notice of the higher authorities. 
Consequently, the Petitirmer was subjected to mental agony 
and humiliation in the hands of the' Respondents/ 
Management. The Petitioner’s confidential reports were 
^iled purposely and his service career was also spoiled 
ty the Respondents with malafide attitude. 

3. The Management developed a sort oi ill-feeling 
:md further as he belongs to Haryana State and lack of 
local support for which the Management took advantage. 
His confidential records were spoiled step by step and the 
Petitkmerwasmadetosuflferhaidship. TTiaton 13-2-1992 
the Petitioner received a letter from one Mr. B. V. Ramana, 
Manager (Mech.) threatening with dire consequences if 
the Petitioner does not resign his to his post, 
.^{xehending danger in his hands the Petitioner submitted 
resignatioii under protest on 28-12-92 stating that his 
resignation from service was that the active consideration 
of the Respondent Management. The Petitioner disclosed 
this before higher authorities under what circumstances 
he was constrained to resign from the service, but no action 
has been taken. He also produced letter written by Sri B. V 
Ramana, Manager^ech.). He apprehended the danger to 
his life and submitted his resignation under protest on 
23-2-93 and the same was accepted without any opportunity 
to the Petitioner. Though the Petitioner wanted to withdraw 
his resignation. Against the order of acceptance a mercy 
appeal dated 28-3-93 has been filed before the Respondent 
Management and the same was not considered. A Writ 
Petition No. 14643 was filed seeking direction for 
consideration of the said mercy appeal but the Hon’ble 
High Court dismissed the said Writ Petition holding that it 
is barred by limitation. 
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4. The Petitioner after resignation, is residing at 
Harayana State, as it has become difficult to eak out his 
livelihood He could not prosecute legal remedy within the 
time as he is staying at fer off place and also lack of financial 
support. Despite his repeated request the Respondent 
Management did not permit him to withdraw the protest, 
resignation. Further the contents of resignation letter itself 
shows that it is not submitted voluntarily or wantonly. It 
was because of purely coercion and force of the 
Respondent Management’s officers. There is no occasion 
or reason which warrants to submit his resignation. That 
part, he neither committed any irregularity nor 
misappropriation except that he was totally humiliated by 
the Respondent Management and put to mental agony. As 
there was threat to his life, he was constrained to his 
protest resignation and hurriedly left for his native place, 
Haryana State. No enquiry was conducted about the 
complaint that there was threatening to the Petitioner by 
some officers. That he is out of job for the last 8 years. He 
is the only bread winner of the femily. Hence, the records 
may be on the back and the Respondent be directed to 
reinstate him with seniority and back wages etc, 

5. In the counter it is stated that the Petitioner has 

filed Writ Petition 14643/97 before the Hon’ble High Court 
of A.P. which was dismissed by an order dated 15-7-97 
against which he preferred an appeal Writ Appeal No. 905/ 
97, The said Writ Appeal was also dismissed by order dated 
20-8-97. Hence, the present petition is not maintainable. 
That the Petitioner is barred by the limitation since the 
resignation submitted by the Petitioner was accepted and 
order was passed to that effect on 15-3-93. The Petitioner 

filed the petition after a lapse of more than 6 years In 
fact, the said writ petition was also dismissed on the above 
said latches. The application suffers from an irregularity 
going to the root of the matter. The Petitioner being an 
employee of Rashtriya Ispat Nigam Limited ought to have 
made the said company as Respondent to the case, failure 
to make the company/employer party is fatal to the 
application. The Respondents as arrayed are only officers 
of the company and any action taken by them in their 
official capacity is on behalf of the Company. The 
Respondents are not personally liable and not necessary 
parties, unless they are made nominees with specific 
allegations. Hence, he submit that the present application 
without making the employer/company is liable to be 
dismissed on that ground only. 

6. The Petitioner joined the service of Rashtriya 
Ispat Nigam Limited as Technician Mechanical on 11-5-89 
but not on 25-4-89. The confidential report even firom 
1-4-91 to 31-3-92 reveals that his services were not 
satisfactory. The adverse entries were cemmunicated to 
the Petitioner on 16-5-92 and he was advised to improve 
his performance in areas where he got adverse renmrks. 
Out of a total strength of non executive employees in the 
main plant only about 200 employees are working in 


Jaggayy^. There are unions operating at Jaggayy^t 
Steel Plant Employees Union affiliated to CITU ^s 
recognized union during 1991-92. The Petitioner wa^he 
General Secretary of V.S.P. Mines EmployeesUniondu^ 

that year. The recognized union was taking up all the causes 

of employees with the Management. The allegation that 

confidential report ofthePetitiwicr was deliberately spewed % 

with malafide intention is vague. The company lias 
formulated a sound system of evaluation and assess^^nt 
of the performance of the employees by t^ng 
factors into consideration. The assessment is also atjtwo < 
levels. Hence, it caimot be said that confidential r^rt 
was deliberately spoiled. It is false to state that Sri P.V. 
Ramana, Manager, (Mech), sent a letter dated 13-2-1942 to 
the Petitioner threatening him vrith dire consequences. 
Before accepting the resignation the Petitioner Iwas 
summoned several times and several round^ of discus^ons 
were made and was also afforded riifficient opportun^ to 
withdraw the reagnation. Not only he gave his resigiwon 
but insisted on its acceptance during several rounds ojT the 
discussions with the officers concerned. Ultimately i^ was 
accepted on 15-3-93 one month after the rwignationj w^ 
submitted. The Petitioner never sought to withdrai^ his 
resignation. Mercy appeal dated 23-2-93 is contrajy to 
Standing Orders and hence, the Management is undAr no 
legal obligation to consider the same. The Petitioner fiave 
voluntarily submitted and insisted for acceptan^ of 
resignation is now pleading extraneous and irrelevant 
factors to the sympathy of the Hon’ble Tribunal, jtieie 

was no removal from service as alleged by .the Petiuoner 
and hence it does not constitute a dispute. The Petiqoner 
actually stated that he wants to leave the job and go a^nad. 

In fact a letter dated 13-2-93 was addressed to him that 
there was no intention for any one either to harass h|m or 
to terminate his services. In fact he was givep an 
opportunity to meet the Dy. General Manager (Mii^) on 
10-2-93 atMadhaiamdoIomiteMines, MadharamKhaimnam 
District where he was camping or alternatively to me* him 
at N^sakhapatnam on 12-2-93. Neitltor of the opporti^ties 
is availed by him. Again a final opportunity was gi^n to 
him. The Dy. General Manager (OMQ) on 8-3-^3 at 
\^sakhapatnam. It was also categorically mentioim that 
in case he does not meet the Dy. General Manager ((x4Q), 
it will be presumed that he has no interest to contifue in 
service and that appropriate action would be taken the 

resignation submitted by him. All these communi^ons 
were addressed to his pennanem address as well as (fficial 
address of the Petitioner. Ultimately, he was released from 
the services of the company with effect from the aft^oon 
of 15-3-93. In fact, the Petitioner in a letter in Nov|^r, 
1993 used threatening language, “if justice is notdpne to 
him he will have to seek peace to his heart and s^ in a 
different way”. The Petitioner is sought to project thjis casG 
as if it is one of removalor termination, which it is nA This 
Court may take judicial notice that the Managei^nt of 
Visakhapatnam Steel Plant has always endeavored and 
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adopted sound work practices. Employees including trade 
union representatives are treated with utmost dignity' and 
fairness. Management of Visakhapatnam Steel Plant at no 
point of time has been guided by malafide intentions. 

7. fhe Petitioner examined himself as WWl and 
deposed tliat he is residing v^ith his family at Village Maswet 
Post Riimpnri, District Rewari, Haryana. That he was 
appointed on 25-4-1989 as a technical Mechanic N3 Grade 
of the Respondent and was posted at Jaggayyapet 
Limestone VSP Mines. His probation was declared on 
6-8-90. The appointment letter isEx. Wl. The probation was 
declared \ ide Ex. W2 dated 6-8-90. After appointment his 
family shifted at Quarter No.A-74, provided by the 
Respondent. There were no adverse remarks during his 
probation period 

8 He used to take the cause of tlie w orkers with the 
Managemnit as he was elected as General Secretary for 
the year iy'H.y? wiiicli was against the taste of the 
Managemeiii The Management attitude became, 
biased agamsl him and they were asking him to do one 
w ork and siidciciily asking him to do some other work even 
marking n! .sent when he was present. That he discharged 
duties Ok best of las ability during the year 1-4-19ft 1 to 
31-3-1992. But. his CCRs were adverse during the* said 
pciiod. Without any complaint and without any remarks 
from any cjuartcr purposefully his CCR was given against 
the actual rec ord of hi ? sen ice. This only because he was 
General Sccretan, of the VSP Union and agitating against 
the Management. That he preferred appeal to the Chief 
Enginecr(OMQ) which was not considered. The CCR was 
sent to him for the period M-1991 to 31-3-1992 on 16-5-92 
vide Ex. WI. The office copy of the appeal preferred before 
the Chief E ngincer (OMQ) is Ex. W5. Ex. W6 is the reply to 
his appeal He w as threatened verbally by' Sri Hanumantha 
Rao Chief Engineer (OMQ) and Sri B. V Ramana Incharge 
of Mines. Ex. VV7 is the letter dated 13-2-92 written by Sri 
Ramana threatening him to resign or would make false 
allegations. After receipt of the letter he approached with 
the assistance ol Sri B.K. SamanthRai, General Secretary, 
Roorkela. He also complaint to the political leaders. No 
action was taken against Sri B.V. Ramana. He was daily 
harassed by llic VSP Mines Management. After receipt of 
the threalciiiug loiter and calls, his wife and children left 
for Hary ana and he was staying alone. Since nobody came 
to his rescue he w as constrained to submit under protest 
resignation vide Ex. W8 dated 28-12-92. He W’as in service 
tilll 1 -2-93 He has not received any w ritten communication 
during the said period, only on 13-2-93 he received letter' 
from Depuly General manager vide Ex. W9 asking him to 
see him at Visakhapatnam on 8-3-93. By then he had 
already left for Haryana, hence, he sent a reply dated 
23-2-93 vide Ex.W K). He never offered to meet him at 
Jaggay y apet '.Gicrc he was working, where he asked Sri 
B.V. lUimaita, Manager Mines for TA. DA advance, he 
refused both, Vdc Ex.W 11 his resignation was accepted. 


Before accepting his resignation and relieving him he was 
not allowed ajoy hearing. Vide Ex. W 12 he appealed against 
the orderof Ex. W11. One Mr. J.N. Rao, who was General 
Secretary of the Union prior to him also filed a writ peUtioii 
and got reinstatement. That he addressed a letter to Deputy 
Prime Minister regarding the corruption vide Ex. W13 dt. 
22-2-90. He has also written Ex. W14 to the Director General 
of Mines, Dhanbad on 21 -10-91 about violation and safety 
and welfare measures. WWl has written to C & MD on 
4-11-91 vide Ex.W15 about the writ petition and 
misappropriation of running account bills. A written letter 
was given to Sri Hanpmantha Rao vide Ex.W 16 stating 
that the unions is recognized. Ex.W 17 is a letter dated 
14-3-92 by the Management asking for four passport size 
photographs of union leaders. Ex. W18 is a cover showing 
it is written to the General Secretary. Ex.W 19 is a letter 
written by Santosh Mohan to Hon’ble Prime Minister who 
was the then Chairman, Public Accounts Committee. Ex. 
W 20 is a lettCT written by him to the Chainnan-cum“Director 
against the Msakhapatnam Management authorities and 
strike notice from mid night of31-5-92. Ex.W21isthe 
Management letter requesting to withdraw the proposed 
strike from 31-5-92, Ex. W 22 is a letter dated 19-8-92 for 
nomination of two employees in formation of parent teacher 
co-ordination committee. Ex. W23 is the Judgement of the 
Hon’ble High Court in WP. No. 14643/97 praying the 
Hon’ble High Court to direct the Respondent to consider 
and dispose the mercy petition which were refused bv 
Hon’ble High Court. But it was dismissed. He preferred 
W.A. No.905/97 which was also dismissed vide Ex. W24. 
Ex. W25 is the Xerox copy of his passport showing that he 
obtmned the passport for the first time on 2-2-97. That the 
resignation under compulsion Ex.W 1 1 may be set aside 
and he may be directed to be reinstated into service with all 
attendant benefits. 

^ 9. In the cross examination he deposed that he was 

bom and brought up in the above said village and has his 
education also there. Msakhapatnam is 2200 KM away from 
his village. That in response to the employment notice the 
Respondent published, he applied. Round about one year 
prior to his joining in 1989 the employment news was 
published. The qualification is matriculation and ITI or 
NCTVT, Diesel mechanic or motor mechanic. As per Ex. Wl 
conditions he gave letter accepting terms and conditions. 
He gave protest resignation vide Ex. W 8 through proper 
channel and also sent by registered post. The signature on 
Ex. W 8 is on the top most probably is of Sri U. G. Rao, Junior 
Mechanical Engineer. That he has not filed any proof of 
having sent by registered post. Ex. W4 is a letter of CCR 
that his character I not up to the mark. Ex. W5 is the reply to 
Ex. W4 given by him with a request to expunge the rem^k. 
That he had taken 50 days leave during the assessment 
period Ex,W4, One Sri B.V. Ramana was Mechanical 
Manager and others used to harass me. Sri Ramana was 
the Incharge of the entire mines. He used to go to Ramana’s 
office and about union’s work. The staff of Ramana’s office 
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and himself were not on greeting terms. He had show his 
original passport in his chief examination. Xerox copy is 
EX.W25. That he had went to Dubai frequently that is 
thrice and now he has to go for the fourth time. Some 
motor parts of a Delhi Businessman, he is employed only 
for taking and bringing the goods and not regular basis. 
The shop is in Karolbagh. Distance between his village 
and Karolbagh is about 100 KM. He was given to and fro 
ticket and Rs. 2000/- to Rs.3000/- as commission. He denied 
that he was not in India from 24.9.98 to 11-7-2001. Ex. W12 
is signed by him. He has not filed any proof that he has 
sent Ex. W12 through registered post. He denied that he 
has not signed the mercy' appeal. He denied that Ex. W7 is 
written by him and he forged the signature of Sri Ramana. 

10. Ex.M 1 is the letter requesting for extension of 
leave and the address is of Haiy’ana but it is posted at 
Bombay, which he had given it to a friend at Haryana to 
post. It is not true to suggest that he was residing and 
working at Bombay, therefore he posted from Bombay. He 
denied that he was called for two or three times and he did 
not go the matter ^vas decided. Once the General Manager 
asked him to come to Visakhapatnam and he said he must 
be given to and fro charges and he must be given protection. 
That when the letter was received he was at Haryana and 
the letter was addressed at the native place of Haryana. He 
replied to the same. 

11. He had applied for medical advance on 9-12-92, 
Ex.M2 and the same was sanctioned very next day vide 
Ex M3. It is true that a letter dated 9-10-92 was given by him 
vide Ex.M4. That he was given notice, Ex.M5 for 
unauthorized absence. He knows M. Srinivas. He was a 
technician mechanic and President of the union. He does 
not know whether the Government Examiner of Questioned 
Documents, Government of India opined that the letter 
received by Srinivas w as not signed by SriB.Y Ramana. It 
is not true to suggest that himself and Srinivas forged 
Ex. W7 and the letter to Srinivas. He denied that he did not 
file any mercy petition and resigned on his o^vn accord. 

12. Management examined Sri Vijaya Kumar Sule, 
Manager, Personnel in Visakhapatnam Steel Plant asMWl. 
Ex.M6 is the authorization given to him to depose. That he 
is working with Respondents since 10 v'ears. That he worked 
atMsakhapatnaraftom 1991 to 1996 and worked with R4 at 
Jaggayy apetfrom 1997 to 1999. That he worked from 1999 
to 2001 at Madharam. At preknt he is working at 
Visakhapatnam. After he was posted in June, 1997 at 
Jaggay'vapet he came to know WWl who was working 
and hiiworkedat Jaggayyapetfrom 11-5-89 to 15-3-93. Ifc 
is deposing on the basis of record. Upto 1991 March WW s 
performance in 13 areas was not satisfactory'. The Petitioner 
gave a reply which is Ex, W5 and the reply to Ex, W5 vide 
Ex, W6 datk 22-9-92. All his personal benefits were given 
promptly without delaying. His medical bills and advances 
were sanctioned promptly vide Ex.M2 and Ex.M3. WWl 
submitted his resignation vide Ex. W8 on 28-12-92. In that 



he has mentioned that there was a threatening letter frofi 
SriB .V. Ramana, Mechanical Manager. The saidh^fanaglr 
denied that the said letter was not written by hiH 
WWl did not give Ex.W7 even when asked for by tic 
office. But he gave a Xerox copy. Similar letter w4s 
addressed to Srinivas technical mechanic on 13-2-92. T^e 


said letter written to Srinivas was sent to hand writiijg 
expert who opined vide Ex.^^ that it is not the signature irf 
B. V. Ramana. WWl did not give any original letter. In 
Sri B. V Ramana called himon 31-12-1992 and informed 1^ 


that the Management has no intention to hariiss anyboly 
and asked Mr. Singh to withdraw his resignation. This wte 
accepted by the Petitioner vide Ex.W lO dated 22-2-5(8. 
Later he was informed by the Management to meet Sri R. 


Hanumantha Rao, DGM (OMQ) on 10-2-93 at Madharalm 


where he was camping. At that time and oh 12-2-92 at 
Msakhapamam. This is also admitted by the Petitioner vile 
Ex.W9. Later he was asked to see on«-3-93. This is also 


admitted by WWl vide Ex.WlO. He has notfiled availsd 


any of the opportunities and insisted the Mapagementj^to 
accept his resignation letter dated 28-12-92 \dde his leij^r 
dated 23-2-93 which is Ex.WlO. The Management finally 
accepted his resignation \dde Ex.Wll dated 1^-3-93, Afer 
being relieved from the company’s service he sent a le^r 
to the Management on 18-11-93 threatening that he 
decide as per his soul. The Management also addres^ 
tl^ letter to Superintendent of Police, Krishna District ^d 
Superintendent of Police, Rewari District, Haryana. 
then, they have not received any communication from WjVl 
upto 1997 . On 30-6-97 he filed a writ petition No. 1464:^97 
before the Hon’ble High Court which was (fismissedj on 
15-7-97, Against that order a Writ Appeal was prefeijred 
vide No.905/97, the said WA was also dismissed. Late^ on 
behalf of WWl Mines Workers Lfnion submitted a 
representation before the ALC(C), Mjayawada on 15-9*f9 >. 
On the feilure of the conciliation a referenqe made tojthe 
Hon’ble Tribunal. The claim of the Petitioned of 
unemployment is not correct. That he had pne to Di^bai 
three times and earning money on commission and hCj^ 
also admitted in the cross examination that he has ^n 
going to Dubai for the fourth time. His claim yrfharassi^t 
is totally felse. Because Management has not takenj^ 
disciplinary action on the employee. He has been paid 
regular salaries every month without aiy delay. Henc^, he 
is not entitled for any relief. 


13. In the cross examination he deposed that he Js 
qualified in MA (Economics). Probation will be declaisd if 
only one work satisfactorily. Ex.M 13 is the confidei^al 
report from 1-4-91 to 31-3-92. There are no compl^nts, 
charge memos, explanation called for in writing but h^ has 
been warned orally several times. Ex.W3 is the intimgtion 
informing the names of the officebearers of the union w^nle 
Sube Singh is shown as General Secretary. Managepient 
does not reply to Ex. W3. Ex. W13, W14, W15, W16 a^ the 
complaints against the Management. These Goraplamli are 
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within the period for which Ex. W4 was given. Similarly, 
Ex.Wl9. W20. W21 are also complaints against the 
Management. All these exhibits are issued by WWl in the 
capacity as General Secretary of the worker’s Union. He 
denied that because he gave these complaints his 
confidential record was spoiled and Ex. W4 is wTong. Ex.W5 
is the representation of WWl addressed to the Chief 
Engineer (OMQ) to expunge the adverse entries made in 
the Ex. W4. The said appeal consists of 22 paras. Ex.W6 is 
the reply to the representation Ex.M5. No action has been 
taken against Srinivas, for producing forged letter. As per 
records from the date of submission of resignation vide 
Ex.W8 and till it was accepted vide Ex. Wll dated 15-3-93 
the only communication on record is Ex, W9 dated 13-2-93. 
Ex.W9 is sent through Controlling Officer, Jaggayyapet 
and went to his address at Haryana. At the time of Ex. W9 
he was on leave. Ex. WlO is the reply to Ex. W9. 

14. Deputy General Manager, Sii B. V Ramana was examined 
as M W2. He has been working with the Respondent since 
30-6-2001. He has gone through the file of WW1 upto 1990- 
91, his performance was good. Afterwards his performance 
was not up to the mark. Ex. W7 threatening letter alleged to 
have been written by him is not ^vritten by him and the 
signature on Ex. W7 is not of Sii B. V. Ramana. He denied on 
the basis of Ex.W7, WWl resigned. In the cross 
examination he deposed that from the records he says that 
WWl’s performance was good during 1990-91. That his 
performance w as deteriorated from 1991 onwards. He was 
present by the time Ex.W3 was written on 29-9-1991. He 
has now gone through Ex.W20 dated 28-5-1992 w hich is a 
complaint against him and others. He denied that the 
allegations in Ext . W20 are true. He was charged and enquiry 
was conducted and he was exonerated. It is correct that 
the first ad\^crsc report is from 1 -4-91 to 31 -3-92 \ide Ex. W4 
and othenvisc after he has taken charge at Jaggayyapet. 
That he came to ivncnv about Ex. W7 and Ex.MlO on 17-4-92 
during vigilance enquiry'. As the original letter was not 
produced at all by WWl. hence, there is no scope of 
complaining. He told him orally to produce Ex.W7. MWl 
worked with him during June, 1997 to May, 1998 at 
Jaggajyapet. No charges were pending against MWl 
during his period. It is not true to suggest that there are 
charges against MWl and he is deposing falsely. 

15. MW3 is the Assistant Government Examiner of 
questioned documents, Sri RB. Bhosale, who examined 
the documents of this case and expressed the opinion that, 
‘"the person who wrote the enclosed signatures stamped 
and marked from SI to SIO did not write the red enclosed 
signature similarly stamped and marked up Ql. The opinion 
number is BH 116/2002”. Ex.W7 is the questioned 
document that he has carefully e.xamined and came to the 
conclusion that the person who wrote the signatures SI to 
SIO did not sing the letter Ex.W7. That his another 
colleague Mr. S.N. Gupta who is Deputy Government 
Examiner of questioned documents also opined the same. 
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In the cross examination he deposed that he has earefiilly 
compared the same. 

16. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner 
that the above case is filed challenging the orders passed 
by the 4th Respondent accepting the forcible resignation 
submitted by the applicant under protest which amounts 
to termination and hence, the Petitioner may be directedto 
be reinstated into service with all benefits. In a case decided 
by our own High Court, Mce Chancellor \fersus U.N. Dass 
reported in 2001 (4) ALD page 806, the Division Bench of 
A.P. High Court had an occasion to deal with the similar 
case and it was discussed at length. 

17, That the Petitioner was appointed as technician 
(Mechanical) in the Respondents company on 25-4-1989 
and he was posted to Visakhapatnam Steel Plant Mines at 
Jaggayyapet, Krishna District Till his forcible resignation 
wastajeenintheyear 1993. Petitioner was elected as CScneral 
Secretary in Msakhapatnam Mines Emplctyces Union in 
the year 1991-92. During this period he has agitated for 
the legitimate rights of the Mine Employees and brought 
several irregularities of the Respondents to the notice of 
the higher authorities. His confidential reports were spoiled, 
his career was mined and as he is fi-om Haryana State he 
has suffered more than any other. He received a threatening 
letter from Sri B.V. Ramana, Manager (Mechanical) and 
submitted resignation under protest on 28-12-1992. The 
same was accepted without affording him any opportunity 
on 15-3-93. The contents of the resignation letter itself 
shows that it is not submitted voluntarity or wantonly. But 
because of purely coercion and force by the Respondents 
Mana^ment officers. The opportunities which were given 
to him were for name sake and at different places. In fact, 
he has filed a mercy appeal which they did not consider. 
As such he filed WP No. 14643/97 for consideration of 
mercy appeal dated 23-3-93. The order copy of the Writ 
Petition is Ex.W23. This Writ Petition was dismissed. As 
his CRs were spoiled purposely and apprehending danger 
to his life after receipt of the alleged threatening letter. 
Ex. W7 addressed by MW2, his resignation under protest 
is Ex.W8. He was subjected to victimization by the 
Respondents particularly by MW2. The confidential 
reports were spoiled purposely and 13 areas, it is marked 
as poor, despite no single complaint against the Petitioner. 
No charge memo has been issued. No adverse entries 
made. Wthout issue of any memo or warning letters adverse 
entries are not supposed to be adverse entries. Hence, 
Ex. W7 C.R fiom 1-4-91 to 31-3-92 cannotbe taken as conecL 
The reason is, his sending complaint against the 
Mana^ment’scoirupt and illegal practices. Ex.W13 to W16 
pertains to the period of Ex.W4. Further, Ex.W8 he has 
disclosed all the facts which forced him to submit 
resignation. In foct the said threatening letter was not called 
for and no written notice was given to him as admitted by 
the vritness except that when he left office to his native 
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place on 12-2-93. They addressed an Ex.W9 on 13-2-93 

which was served to him at Haryana andhe could not have 

come all the way from Haryana when he was very much 
available for almost one month eleven days he was not 
given any opportunity to make believe a notice was s^t to 
him at Haryana. Then he filed a mercy app^^t^ 
23-3-93 vide Ex.W12 which was not considered by the 
Management. Accordingly he was constrained to file W 

No 14643 of 1997. The order is Ex. W23 . The Learned JiK^e 

of Hon’ble High Court dismissed the same holding that 
there is no provision for filing any mercy appeal which wUl 
not act as Resjudicata as he has approached this Court on 
the ground that it is forced resignation and forced 
resignation amounts to termination 
concerned employee. He relies on Judgement of 2001(4) 
ALD page 806 of Division Bench of A.P. High Court in 
W. A 1933 of 1999. Vice Chancellor Sri Padmavathi Mahila 
Viswavidyalayam, Tirapathi and others Vs. VN. Das where 
it was a questioned resignation accepted by incom^ent 
authority it was held that, “it was not an autiimity 
acceptance. Their Lordships further observed that in Para 
13 as follows, “There cannot be any dispute to the order of 
resignation may be a voluntary one. If focRegwndent had 
committed certain irregularities while i^iforming her 
functions in the capacity of the Registrar of the appetot- 

University, appropriate penal action could have been taken 

against her. In the resignation letter it was clearly inention^ 
that the said resignation was being offered ^d®sired ^ 
the Vice-Chancellor. Such a resignation have been obtamed 
on coercion or otherwise or on the basis of the directiori 
issued by an authority who had no say in the matter mus 
be held to be totaUy illegal”. He relied on Supreme C^ 

Judgemerttof 1981(1) SLRinP. Kasilingam Vs. P.S.C. CoUege 

of Technology, wherein the resignation letter read as 
follows. “1 hereby tender my resignation as a ' 

request that I may be relieved of ^ du^s on 19A 
Senlember 1976". However, on 19 th September, 1976 the 
PrLnpal issued a reUeving order dispensing his serruces 
along with a cheque for 6 months. The 
contended that the resignation letter was obtain^ by 
coercion. The order of the State Govei^ent for 
reinstatement of the appellant in service is restore d In 
__f'T/i ifyif^nfi(fl998 his Lordship 



ExvW8 and as It is not as u me resigiiauvi* ^ 

accepted. But it was accepted in March, 1993 after h^ 
submitted the resignation letter on 28-12-92. It is also defr 
from his own admis sion that he was in the habit of sendi^ 
letters likeEx.W13, to W16 to Hop’ble Prime hfinister ai^ 
others, to the Director General of Mines, 

Managing Director, Visakh^iatnam Steel Plant andoth^ 
T his was his behaviour and he submits that that is w^ 
C.R., EX.W4 pertaining to the period from 1-4-9 Ito 3 l-3-f2 
was spoiled. He again says that he received a threaten^ 
letter from MW2 which is Ex. W7. Which has been sentp 
expert and it has been held by the expert who was ato 
cross examined, that this is a forged letter. Even 
arw man ofthatstature like MW2; B.V. Ramana wodditot 
resort to writing a letter threatening him wtth dire 
consequences. Even then it is dated 13-2-92 and he ^ 
submitted his resignation on 28-12-92. Further he examii|ed 
himself as WWl that he has been elected as 
Secretary for the year 1991-92 and the same was intima^ 
to the Management vide Ex.W3 dated 28-9-9l.He |as 
admitted that on 13-2-93 he received a letter from Depfity 

General Manager vide Ex.W9 asking him to see at 

Visakhapatnamon 8-3-93. Bythen he had left for Har^ 

He did not go but sent a reply vide Ex.WlO dated 23-^^ 
There after he filed a petition to get reinstatement. Ag^ 
that he preferred a Writ Appeal which was dismi^s^ l^de 

Ex W24 ExW25istheXeioxcopyofhispassportshoi^ 

St he otfoed the passport on 2-3-97. In foe 
examination he as deposed that he gave Ex. W8 pr^ 
resignation through proper channel and also sen^bji 
registered post. That he has taken 50 days leave during 

assessmemyemEx.W4.Thathadbeenlo^6«|uf««^y 

thrice and now he has to gu for Ihe fourth time wme 

Motor Parts of Delhi business man. Hts snop » » 


Motor Parts of Delhi business man. ms snop p a. 
Karolbagh. He denied that he was not m India from 2^-98 
to 11-7-2001. There is no proof that he sent Ex.W12 i|ercy 

_rsnmctfsTprf nnst.Ex.Ml is the letter requdsting 


held where notice or j — 

threat of termination of service. Resignation to come into 
effect after foe expiry of the notice 

But resignation accepted with immediate e£^. Subsequent 

order oSination by paying three mon^ sal^ m h^ 

of notice. Acceptance of resignation and the further ord^ 

of termination, held unreasonable, arbitrary and opposite 

to public policy”. So he submits that tte re^tion^ 

for^ resignation in the circurnstances that tto was threat 

to him and his C.R. was spoiled purposely with^ssmng 
___ Kim /iiirinff the said oeriodbecause as 


letterofextensiQnofleavesentiromconiK^. 

it to a frimid, he does not know where he p^. He 
that he was working at Bombay. Once the 
asked him to come to Visakhapatnam and he said ttot 
must be given to and for charges and Tjat 

gave medical advance applicatwn on 9-12-92, ifwas 
sanctioned the very next day vide Ex.M3 Ttot tiu^^e 

_Crinivr^C illcTt WHO IS FlCS 



ThatUte Govenunan Exaiuma w . 

lKUthalEx.W7writt(mfoSrimvasisnotgeiiuute.MW^ 

the person against whom the allegation that he wrote ^ 

which he denied. That WWl’s perfor^ ^ 
during 1990-9 X and deteriorated thereafter. Ex.Mt is fo 
extension of leave and to take action on 

That the said letter Ex. W7 is alleged “tave^nf^ 

bv MW2 is opined that it is not signed by MW2., So he 
further argues that it was not a case pf forced resiyiation 
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in fact he has insisted for resignation and after the 
resignation he has alleged to have file mercy appeal in 1993 
for which he has not filed any document. He makes up in 
1997 and approaches the Hon’ble Higli Court for 
considering his mercy appeal and when the same is 
dismissed he files a writ appeal which is also dismissed 
vide Ex. W24. By no stretch of imagination it can be stated 
that it was a forced resignation. When the said letter is not 
correct in fact he has gainfully employed and going to 
Dubai as per his own admission. He relied on 2000 (5) 
Supreme Court cases page 630 that compulsory retirement 

means that unsatisfactory performance for a fairly long 

time ...most of which was unsuccessfully held rendered 
him a liability to his employer. He was rightly retired in 
public interest”. He therefore prays that the petition may 
be dismissed. 

19. It may be noted that even according to the Petitioner 
he was appointed on 25-4-89 and his probation was 
declared on 6-8-90. During his short span of service.,he 
also became a General Secretary during the year 1991-:92. 
He says that he was not called for discussion. Ultimately 
he was called for discussion. Instead of discussing it with 
the Management he went on issuing letters about the 
alleged malpractices of the Company he was asked to come, 
he did not come from Hary ana. Ex. W7 is proved to be Me. 
It becomes really difficult for the Management to cope up 
with such persons even if it is taken for granted that such 
resignation letter was sent thinking Ex. W7 to be wTitten by 
Mr. Ramana, MW2 is still took him 10 months to submit the 
resignation. Meanwhile he was unauthorisedly absent. It 
is also cut in evidence that no discrimination was shown to 
him that his medical advance was sanctioned on the very 
next day as admitted by WWl himself Perhaps having 
been elected as General Secretary, he acted on high profile 
and it may be correct that Ex. W4 is the period during which 
his C.R. Ex. W4 correspondence to the letter he has written 
Ex.W13 to WI6. Any way I feel that no doubt there is 
some element of coercion on him but his having approached 
the Hon’bic High Court after lapse of 4 years and then 
approaching this Court in 2000 and his admission that he 
has been to Dubai thrice and going for the fourth time, I am 
of the opinion that c\’en if there is some element of coercion 
as stated by me, in view of the latch of delay of 7 years in 
approaching the Court and his behaviour, it wall not be 
conducive that he should w'ork again in the same factoiy. 
But as there is some element of coercion which may not 
stand the scrutiny of complete technical coercion, I am of 
the opinion that as he has w orked from 25th March, 1993 
almost for a period of five years. Hence, I am of the opinion 
that the ends of justice will be met if he is given five months 
pay as compensation for the five years service iS has^ 
rendered taking his gross pay as of January. 2003 and 
multiplying it by five (He was on leave in March, etc. his 
pay of January. 2003 is taken). The amount shall be paid 
within 30 days after the publication of this award. 
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Award passed. Transmit 

Dictated to Kum. K. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 24th day of September, 2003. 

E. ISMAIL, PresidiiigOfiBcer 

Appaidixttf evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 

for the Petitioner Respondent 

WWl: Sri Sube Singh MWl: Sri Mjaya Kumar Sule 

MW2; Sri B. V Ramana 
MW3; Sri R.B. Bhosale 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

EX.W1 : Appointmentletterdt.254-1989 

ExW2 ; Office Order No. 11-04/90/1769 dt.6-8-90 
declaring probation of W W1 

Ex.\^G ; Intimation to the Management reg. Newly elected 
merribers of the VSP Mines Emp. Union for the 
year 1991-92 dt.26-9-91 

EX.W4 : Confidential report of WWl dt. 16-5-92 

EX.W5 ! Cop 5 ^ of appeal before C.E. reg. EX W4 dt.3-7-92 

ExW6 : Reply to Ex. W5 vide No*OMQ/ll-196(CR)/92/ 
2227 dL 22-9-92 

Ex.W7 : Threatening letter received by WWl from MW2 
dt 13-2-92 

Ex.W8 : Copy of protest resignation letter of WWl 
dt 28-12-92 

Ex.W9 ; Copyoflr.No.OMQ/02-U(SS)/93/461dt. 13-2-93 

ExWK) : Copy of letter to SDGM(OMQ) by WWl 
dt 23-2-93 

ExWll ; OfiBceOrderNo. JLM/1-06/5601 dt. 15-3-93 

ExW12 : WWl ‘s Appeal to C & MD, Msakhapatnam 
dt 23-3-93 

Ex. W13 : Copy of Ir. to Dy .Prime Minister dt. 22-2-90 

EX.W14 : Copy of Ir. Np.VSP/JLM/MEU/91/1-0010 
dt. 21-10-91 to DG of MS, Dhanbad 

EX.WI5 ; Copy of Ir. to C & MD, VSP, Visakhapatnam 
dt .4-11-91 

EX.W16 : Copyoflr.toCGM(OMQ)No.VSP/JLM/MEW/ 
92/1-001 dt 8-2-92 

EX.W17 : Lr. No. IC-11014/2/JLM/92/313 dt. 14-3-92 

EX.W18 ; Envelope through which Ex. W17 was received 

EX.W19 : Copy of lr. written by Sontosh Mohan Dev, to 
the Prime Minister, dt. 304-92 

11X.W20 : Copy of lr. No.VSP/JLM/MEU/92/21 dt 28.5.92 

lixW21 ; Lr. No. JLM/AD/1 -28/92/831 dt. 30^5-92 

Iix-W 22 : Lr. No. JLM/l-32/92/1984dt 19-8-92 
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Ex. W 23: Copy of WP. No. 14643/1997 dt. 15-7-97 
Ex. W 24: Copy of WA No. 905/1997 
Ex. W 25: Copy of pass port of WWl 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

EvMl ; Lr. requesting extension of leave by WWl 
dL 26.2.93 

Ex. M2 ; AppUcationfor medical advance dt. 9.12.92 
Ex. M3 . CopyofO.O.No.JLM/l-174/92/4301dLl0.12.92 
Ex. M4 . Representation by WWl dt. 9.10.92 

Ex.M5 : Warning letter to WWl No. JLM/92/2725 
dt 5.10.92 

Ex,M6 : Authorisation of MWl to depose for 
Management 

Fx M 7 : Lr. No.BH-1/93/5111 dt 28.12.2001 

Ex. M 8 : Attested copy of opinion of MW3 dt. 27.1.93 

Ex M 9 •. Copy of Opinion of MW3 dt. 27.1.93 

ExM 10: Copy ofthreatening letter to Mr. M. Srinivasdt. 
13.2.92 

Ex. MU : Copy of joining report of MW2 dt. 19.8.88 
addressed to the DGM OMQ), VSP, Hyderabad 

Ex M12 : Copy of statement of MW2 on 17.4.92 

Ex. M13 ; Original C.R. of WWl for the period from 1.4.91 
to 31.3.92 

Ex M14 : Specimen signature of Sri B. V. Ramana DGM 
(Mech) of Visakhapatnam Steel Plant, dt. 26.7.02 

Ex M15 . BH-116/2002 opinion of Govt. Examiner 
dt. 24.12.2002 

^ 7 2003 

cpT.^ir. 3298.— 1947 (1947 

■5F114) ^ «rra 17 % 

'qWt'4T4'?T^-'#.'5it.3TTtA-08/2002) 

t, ■sit ^ 06-11-2003 ^ 3fr?T I 

[U ■q^.-42012/l05/2002-'3t^. ^ ('^t-II)] 

■q7T.4t. 3Tf^^5Rt 

New Delhi, the 7th November, 2003 

S.O, 3298.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. CGIT- 
08/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tiibunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial-Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Export Inspection Council of India and 


7415 

their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06-11-2003. 

[No. E42012/105/2002-IR(C-p)] 
N.P. KES AVAN, Desk OfiBCer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHEOmiULTOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALNO. 1 MUMBAI , 

PRESENT: 

Shri Justice S.C. Pandey, Presiding Officer ‘ 
Reference Na CGIT-08^002 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the managonent <4 
Export Inspection Council of India 

And 

Their Woiiunen 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Mr. Narayanan, Adv. 

For the Workman : Mr. Mirajkar, Adv. 

State ■ Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated the 17th day of October, 2003 

AWARD 

1. This is a reference made by the Central Govenuiient 
in exercise of its powers conferred upon it by clause (4) of 
Sub-section 1 ofSection 10 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act 
1947 (the Act for short). The terms of dilute are asfolldws: 

“Whether the action of the management of Emort 
Inspection Council of India in not regularizing ^hri. 
Madhukar A.Sapkale and others is legal jand 
justified? If not, to what relief they are entitled to?” 

1 The following three, employees arc seeking 
regularization of their services as the employees of the 
Export Inspection Council of India (the council for sltort). 

(i) Shri. Madhukar Sapkale as a Permanent Peon in 
GroupD. 

(ii) Shri.PrakashM.Gudalkar-PepT!anentElectric^m 

Gro\g)C. 

(iii) Miss. Rajshree S.Shetty - Junior Stenographer in 

Grotq)C. • 

It appears that the fourth employee Shri. Jtyant 
S .Bane does not want to contest the claim. He remained ex 
parte despite service of notice and has not filed a Statement 
of claim. Therefore, this tribunal holds that there is no 
di s prite between Jayant S.Bane and the Council. He not 
entitled to'any award. 

3. It is not disputed that this reference was made by the 

Central Govt, on the directions made by the High Cqurt of 
Judicature at Bornbay in WritPetition No. 3015 of 199^ filed 
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by the aforesaid 4 employees. The three contesting 
empio> ees w hose name have been mentioned in paragraph 
2 above shall be colleetively referred to as workmen’ 
hereinafter. 

4. It was asserted in the Statement of claim of the 
workmen that Council was constituted under the Export 
(Qualin Control and Inspection) Act, 1963. It is a statutory 
body for ensuring that goods exported from this eountry 
arc ol sound quality. The council exercises its technical 
and administrative control over five e.xport agencies 
situated at Chennai, Delhi, Kolkata, Cochin and Mumbai. 
The w orkmcn arc employed at Mumbai where the work of 
quality control in resp(Xl of fishery'products, milk products, 
electrical and mechanical equipments and appliances are 
Uaken u p for cert ifr cation of quality control for export. There 
is laboratory of council, wherein the workmen are employed. 

If is asserted that Madhukar Arjun Sapkalc joined as Peon 
from 14ili April 1989. He was sponsored by the local 
employ nicm exchange. He was given a short break between 
17th April 1990 fo3()Ui April 1990. Sincc3rdMay 1990he 
worked continuously as a casual labour initially as Rs.25/- 
per day and I hereafter at Rs. 67.50 per day. The workmen 
asserted ihal was not given the benefit of being a j^ennanent 
employ ee from 14th April 1989. He claimed that he made a 
permanent employee. The workmen Prakash M.Gudulkar 
claimed that he was employed through employment 
exchange as a casual labour from 28th February 1991. He 
claimed that he was a qualified Electrician having passed 
S S.C and completed his training in the Industrial Training 
Insututc rromN.C.TV.T. He was holding RW.D. Licence of 
Class C and PWD Electrical Supenisor Cle<;s II. It was 
claimed that the council committed unfair legal practice by^ 
keeping him as a casual employee despite vacancy. 
Raishrcc S. Shetty claimed that she was taken through 
local employment exchange as lyping-cum-Stenographer 
in Group C from April 1996. She was being taken up on 
contract basis for every year. Since 10th May 1999 she was 
being treated as a casual Stenographer grade 11. She was 
not being absorbed pcrmancnfly by the council causing 
her financial loss. All t|ic workmen submitted'that they 
weie qualified to hold the post and their were available 

\ aeancics. fhe nature of tlicir work was of pennanent nature. 
Accordingly, each of three workmen claimed absorption 
to his or licr respective post in his Group from the dale of 
appointment w itli alhhe conscqueniia! benefits including 
ar- -ans ufwages with interests and costs. 

5. The Council claimed that it is not an industry and 
dispute between it and the three workmen is not governed 
by the Act, The dispute is not an industrial dispute. Hence 
the tribunal docs not get any jurisdiction to answer the 
reference on the merits of the dispute. As to the facts, 
staled m the statement of claim the council did not raise 
any dispute before this tribunal regarding the dale of 
appointment, qualifications andthe coniinuilv of workmen 
ex. It w as not disputed the workmen except Rajshree Shetty 


29,2003/AGRAHAYANA 8,1925 


were paid as daily rated employees. They were paid as 
casual labourer. In paragraph 8 of the written statement it 
has been pleaded as follows : 

8. “The first party further submits that in view of the 
directions of the Hon’ble High Court, the said 
applicants were/are being paid monthly salaiy at par 
with other regular employees of their cadre, which 
was being done in pursuance of order dated 
12-2-2902.” 

9. With regard to the allegation about the vacancies 
in the respective cadre, it is respectfully submitted 
that as per the Ministiy of Commerce and Industry, 
Government of India, Internal Work Study Unit’s 
report is being implemented by the First party and 
the vacancy position only be known on complete 
implementation of IWSU report and regularization 
would depend on the condition of Recruitment Rules 
for respective cadres. However, it vyas pleaded Shetty 
was being paid a consolidated salary of Rs. 3,000/- 
p.m. Her services were contractual. The contract 
was discontinued from 22-7-1999 and she is in service 
from 12-2-2002 order the order of High Court of 
Bombay. In paragraph 10 of the written statement 
the Council stated as follows : “The first party 
submits with reference to para 9, of the statement of 
claim that merely the applicants are qualified for 
certain posts, does not mean they are entitled for 
regular employment. It is emphatically denied that 
the first party organization, which is a Central Govt. 
Statutory body, is working against the rules and 
regulations. The first party denies that the applicants 
herein are entitled to any increment of aity incidental 
charges proper seniority' in the cadre any arrears etc,” 

6. In the rejoinder filed by the workmen they pleaded 
that the reference was made pursuant to order passed by 
the High Court in WP. No. 3015 of 1999. So far as the merits 
of the case are concerned the rejoinder repeat the facts 
alleged in the Statement of claim. However, so far as the 
case of Rajshree Shetty was concerned, it was pointed out 
that she was called in the chamber of her superior on 
r4 Jan., 2000 and was forced to submit resignation at 
5.45 PM when the Officers of the Council came to know 
that she had filed WP. No.3015 of 1999 along with others. 
The High Court of Bombay restored her services by order 
dated 12/2/2002 with effect from 1st March, 2002. The 
other'aspects of her case were repeated in the rejoinder 
and it was claimed she too was entitled to be absorbed as 
a Stenographer. 

7. This tribunal framed the following issues in this 
reference. 

(i) Whether the Export Inspection Council is an 
industry? 

(ii) Whether this Tribunal could consider the question 
in view of the ordei of the High Court in W.P. No. 
3015 of 1999? 


I 
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(iii) Whether Madhukar Arjun Sapkal is serving the 
Export Inspection Council of India from 14th April, 
1989 as a Peon and he liable to granted permanent 
status? 

(iv) Whether Prakash M. Gudulkar is entitled to be made 
permanent as an Electrician? 

(v) Whether Rajeshri Shetty is entitled to be confirmed 
as a junior Stenographer? 

8. All the three workmen filed their affidavits. They 
were cross examined by Mr.Narayanan appearing for 
the Council. Thereafter, Shri Shivkumar filed his 
affidavit on behalf of the Council. He was cross 
examined by ShriMirajkar, Advocate. Then the parties 
were heard. 

9. The Issue No. 1 and 2 are inter related. They shall be 
answered by this tribunal here in after. The contention of 
the Council is that it is not an industry. It cannot be disputed 
that after delivery of judgement in the case of General 
Manager V A. Srinivasa Rao 1977 (9) S.C 234 the three Judge 
Bench of Supreme Court held that Bangalore ^^^ter Supply 
and Sewerage Board vs. Rajappa 1978 Lab IC 467 has to be 
followed for determining whether an enterprise is an 
industry. The tripple tests laid dovm in that case are (i) 
Systematic activity (ii) Organized co-operation between 
employer and employee (the direct and substantial element 
is chimerical) (iii) for production and/or distribution of 
goods and services calculated to satisfy human w ants and 
wishes (not spiritual or religious but inclusive of material 
things or services geared to celestial bliss e. g. making on a 
large scale Prasad for food) prima facie there is an industry. 
It has also been held that absence of profit motive is 
irrelevant Axxy undertaking which possesses the aforesaid 
three elements has to be declared an industry even though 
it is not a trade or business provided the employer- 
employee relationship in that undertaking resembles a trade 
or business. All those callings under taking and adventures 
may be treated as industries provided they satisfy the tripple 
test even though the analogy between Aem and the trade 
or business is confined to employer-employee relationship 
and not others. It was further held that the strictly speaking 
sovereign functions may be exempted from the definition 
of industry but not welfare activities or economic 
adventures under taken by the Govt. Even in cases where 
three certain departments were performing sovereign 
functions strictly speaking, the substantially severable 
limits of that department can be considered to be covered 
by Section 2(J) of the Act of the triple tests were satisfied. 

10. The Council is a statutory body. It advises the Govt, 
ofindia in respect of matter relating to exportable goods. It 
also checks quality of goods which are liable to be exported 
and controls the export of goods. It has been stated in the 
affidavit of Mr. Shivkumar that the Council is an 
organization Ministry of Commerce and Industry. He 
admitted in cross examination that testing of goods is done 




by Export Inspection Agency working under the Cotmcil. 
The Export (Quality and Inspection) Act, 1963 provijfcs as 
per 6 of that Act. the Govt, of India after consultil^ the 
Council, shall notify the commodities which shall be roject 
to inspection and quality control. The Council has to speafy 
the type quality control a particular commodity shpll be 
subjected to and the stantas for the same. It is diUy of 
Council to certify the quality of exportable goods by niaking 
investigation and inspection and approvd the sampjles as 
fit for export. It has its ow n testing houses for this pu^se. 
It can issue the certificates though its agency cerflfying 
that the quality or specifications regarding the samples of 
goods satisfy the standards prescribed by the afiiesaid 
Act. This short summary of the work of the Council jshows 
that it fulfills the tripple test. It may not be doing tijade or 
running a business. It is an undertaking of the (j|^. of 
India. There is nothing on record to suggest that the 
Council or the Agency performs any sovereign function. 
This tribunal holds that the e.\port Council provides mjaterial 
service for production and distribution of exixirtableigoods 
to satisfy human wants and wishes. It as such an In^mtry. 
This tribunal further holds that Section 3 (2) of thetAct of 
1963 shows that the Council is a body Corporate.! It has 
power to acquire hold and dispose of property and oan sue 
and be sued in its name. It is not a Department of <3avt. of 
India. Therefore, Article 309 of the Constitution d0es not 
apply to it because it is not a ‘ State’ within the meafing of 
Article 308 of the Constitution of India. It is an independent 
body. It may be eontrolled statutorily by the Central 
Government but control is confined to the powers coliferred 
on the Central Govt, by the Statute. Looking to th^ture 
of its organization, particularly the organization of Council 
and the agencies, providing the conditions of sei^k^ice of 
the employees and the work performed by it can ^ held 
that the Council is an industry. Its main functi(|) is to 


provide quality control of e.xpoitable goods by advising 
specification and standards and making systematic 
inspection and testing of samples fit to be exportecl. It can 
not escape from the definition of ‘industry’ under Section 
2 (J) of the Act. The Council has failed in its attempt to 
show that it is not covered by 2 (J) of the Act despite the 
feet that in the return filed in W.P. 3015 of 1999 it h^ staled 
that it has been engaging some of the persons as casual 
labour. This is also the stand of the council befi^re this 
tribunal. A casual labour is ordinarily employe^ in an 
industry. 


11. This tribunal is further of the opinion that tl^e order 
passed in W.P. No. 3015/99 shows that the council had 
consented to the direction given by order dated 
12-12-2002 that the matter of regularization be re^rred to 
this tribunal. The Central Govt, was bound by th|t order 
and accordingly it referred the issue of rftgularuatijn. The 
acquismee of the council in the order datdft 12- 
it to a consistent course of conduct. Ificaniwl- 
and reproleate. The consent or coundl not' 
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question of law because whether a particular undertaking 
calling or adventure is iwi industry is mixed question of law 
and fact. The council cannot be permitted before this 
tribunal to plead those fact which may take it out of the 
definition of Industry under section 2 (J) of the Act. That 
apart the orders of the High Court of Bombay in W.P. 
No. 3015 of 1999 dated 12-2-2002 are binding on this 
tribunal. Right or wrong, this tribunal cannot sit in 
judgement over the judgement of a superior court having 
administrative <is well as judicial power of superintendence 
over this it under Article 227 of the Constitution of India. 
The council could have approached the Constitutionally 
superior court or else filed an application for review. For all 
these reasons this tribunal rejects the arguments raised on 
behalf of the Council and answ'ers issue No.l and 2 in favour 
of the workmen and against the council. 

12. The next question is regarding the absorption of 
Madhukar A. Sapkale (Issue No.3). It is not in dispute that 
workman started to serve with from 14th April, 1989 as a 
Peon. He is worki ng with the company from 3rd May, 1990. 
He is being treated as a casual labour. He is being paid at 
present at rate of Rs. 67.50 per day. Now Shri Shivkumar 
who was c.xamined as a witness for the council has admitted 
in cross examination that Madhukar A. Sapkale fulfils the 
prescribed qualifications for the post of peon. It is also 
admitted b\ him that the workman was continuously 
working from the date of his employment. It is not disputed 
by him that there was vacancy of peon even as per IWSU 
report. The workman had made several representations 
for making h i m perman en t. This tribunal cannot appricate 
that merely because voluntary retirement scheme was 
floated by the Central Go\t, the post of peon shall not be 
filled, even though there is vacancy available with the 
council. This workman had served the council for about 19 
years when he filed the writ petition before the High Court 
of Bombay on 15-12-1999. This tribunal isofthe viewthat 
he is entitled to absorption as a peon from that date. 
Accordingly, he is directed to made permanent from 
15-12-99. 

13. The next issue is in respect of Prakash M.Gudulkar. 
The question is if he can be made a permanent electrician. 
The evidence of the workman indicates that he was taken 
up as a casual labour from 28-2-1991. He had passed S. S. C. 
Examination. He had acquired certificate from ITI and 
NCTVT which are treated as proficiency test for an 
Electrician in the State of Maharashtra. He was appointed 
after interv iew and was sponsored by Local Employment 
Exchange. The workman was working as an Electrician in 
the Pilot Test House belonging to the Council. He was 
required to correct electrical faults in the machinery and 
the equipment of the Pilot test house. The evidence of 
Mr.Shivkumar who filed the affidavit may be 
considered. In his affidavit he had stated that IWSU 


had opined that there was one post of Electrician vacant. 
In his cross examination he stated as follows;— 

“The Pilot Test House is situated in Marol 
Industrial Area. 1 shall not be able to give the list 
of equipments installed in the Pilot Guest House. 
However, it can be produced on the next date. It is 
correct to say that number of machineries arc 
installed in the Pilot House. It is correct to say 
that a permanent Electrician has not been 
employed in the Pilot House. It is correct to say 
that Electrician is required for day to day progress 
of the work in the Pilot House. It is correct to say 
that the workman is working from 28th Feb. 1991 
as an Electrician. I am not aware of the quali¬ 
fication of Electrician as per Recruitment rules or 
Regulation framed by our Department. It is correct 
to say that the workman qualified for the post of 
Electrician. It is correct to say that the workman 
has requested confirmation in the post of 
Electrician. The requirement of Electrician was 
approved by Internal Work Study Unit”. 

In view of the aforesaid circumstances, the Issue 
No. 2 is decided in favour of the workman Mr.Prakash 
Gudulkar. This tribunal is of the view that he too is 
entitled to be absorbed and made permanent from 
15-12-1999 from date offiling of W.P. No. 3015/99 was 
filed. 

14. The fifth issue is regarding confirmation of 
Ms.Rajshrec Shetty as a Junior Stenographer. She 
stated in her evidence that she was a qualified 
Stenographer and typist. She appeared in the test 
interview on 13-3-1996 and in final interview on. 10th 
April, 1996. She stated that she was appointed a junior 
Stenographer vide letter dated 10th April, 1996. The 
initial contract was one year with a stipulation of 
renewal for further period of two years. The contract 
was continued from 1996 till 22-4-1999. Thereafter, she 
was recalled again from 10th May, 1999. She was treated 
as Stenographer Grade II from that date on daily rated 
basis. It was stated by her that after she filed W.P. 3015/ 
99, she was forced to resign on 14-1-2000. She stated 
that pursuant to order dated 12th Feb. 2002 she was 
allowed to continue in service with effect from 
01-3-2002. She was continuing in service since then. In 
cross examination she denied that she had submitted 
voluntary resignation. It appears from the proceedings 
of W.P 3015 of 1999 (M II) that the workman had 
claimed that she was forced to sign the letter of 
resignation on 14-1-2000 when the management of the 
council came to know about the pendency of petition. 
This assertion was not accepted by the council. 
However, when final order by the consent of the parties, 
was passed on 12-2-2002 the workman was simply 
reinstated by the High Court with effect from 01-3-2002. 
This order of the High Court binds this tribunal, and it 
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is held that for all intents and purposes, the High Court 
did not accept the stand of the Council in the writ 
petition denying the fact that workman was forced to 
resign. The pleading of the Council that her services 
were terminated as per contract on 22-4-1999 is belied 
by the question put to her in cross examination that she 
voluntarily resigned. Shivkumar in cross examination 
accepted that she continued even after three years. He 
falsely stated that he had no knowledge of fact that the 
workman was forced to resign. He deliberately stated 
contrary to pleadings in paragraph 7 of the written 
statement (last four lines) that he was not aware that 
she was taken back only after the High Court directed 
her to be taken back in service. The result of the 
aforesaid discussion that the testimony of Rajshree 
Shetty is accepted and it is held that the workman was 
appointed and paid less than the wage of regular 
employee despite there was need of Junior 
Stenographer to the Council and the working 
continuously with till 14-1-2000 when she was forced 
to resign. There is no evidence led by the Council to 
show that workman did not work after 22-4-99. It appears 
that workman truthfully stated that on 22-4-99 on 
artificial gap was created for not taking up her in job 
temporarily till 10th May 1999. Then again she was 
continued till 14-1-2000 when she was forced to resign. 
Thus, the conclusion is that the workman worked from 
16-2-1996 to 14-1-2000. The artificial break between 
22-4-99 to 10th May 1999 has to be ignored. Thereafter, 
she was not allowed to work between 14-1-2000 to 
28-2-2002. It cannot be treated as break in service. It is 
not in dispute that she was getting the wages of daily 
wager when she was asked to resign under pressure. 
This tribunal is of the view that workman has earned 
the right of absorption in the post of junior 
Stenographer with effect from date of filing W.P. No. 
3015/1999 i.e. 15th December 1999. 

15. This tribunal has considered the facts in demil 
that three workmen named above fulfill qualification 
prescribed for recruitment of their posts. The rules 
and other documents filed on behalf of the council do 
not initiate against the aforesaid findings. The workman 
have worked for considerable period. The council 
continued to employ them as daily rated worker when 
there was vacancy available with the council. The 
long continuance of the workman militates against the 
agreement that one of them was not employed through 
Employment Exchange. In Industrial dispute a rigid 
attitude has not to be adopted by giving advantage to 
the stronger party who sought to exploit the weaker 
party i.e. the unorganized labour. Shivkumar admitted 
that in each case there was a vacancy. The fact that 
they were continued showed that the Council needed 
their services. There can be no better proof of the 
requirement of the Council. 


16. Section 2 (ra) of the Act defines ‘unfair labwr 
practice’ to mean those practices that have been 
mentioned in the Fifth schedule. Section 25 T of ^e 
Act issues a legislative command to the employeri a 
Trade union or a workman prohibiting there fr#m 
committing unfair labour practices mentioned in the Fifth 
Schedule on their part respectively. The first part of 
Fifth schedule enumerates the unfair labour practices 
which are prohibited in the case of an employer. It iaan 
unfair labour practice under item No. 10 to employ 
workman as ‘badlis’ ‘casuals’ or temporaries an4 to 
continue them as such for years, with the object of 
depriving them of status and privileges of workmen. It 
is also clear that as per section 25 U of the Act, the 
violation of section 25 T would be an offeiice punishable 
with maximum sentence of six months or with fine wljich 
may extend to Rs. 1000/- or with both. In the opiniop of 
this tribunal chapter V whereby the sections 25 S and 
25 T inserted were in the Act w.e.f. 21-8-1984 has made 
a difference by prohibiting commission of unfair laliour 
practice and providing a sentence for commission olTan 
unfair labour practice. This tribunal is entitled to take 
note of this fact while granting relief to the workmen on 
its findings that the workman were unfairly deprived of 
their rights by the Council. It may also be noftced that 
the Council is a Statutory body as already noticed. The 
Council may not be a department of the Central ^vt. 
but the evidence of Shivkumar shows that it is an 
organization serving under the Ministry of Commerce 
and Industry. It is controlled by Ministry of Commerce 
and Industry. He has stated that study of IWSU of 
Ministry of Commerce and Industries is applicable 
because it is controlled by Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry. It has already been pointed out tha^ the 
Council is body Corporate. The control of Central 6ovt. 
appears to be deep and pervasive as per evidence led 
by the Council. It is therefore a State within Article 12, 
though not under Article 308. Therefore, Article 21, 
14, 15 and 16 of the Constitution shall be applicable to 
the employees of the Council. It may also be noticed 
that Article 36 of the Constitution adopts the same 
definition of State as is given in Article 12. The 
fundamental principles of governance of the country 
laid down in Part IV shall also be applicable to the 
Council. The Article 38, 39 (d) of the Constitutiot^ inter 
alia have to be applied by the Council as fundamfental 
in the governance of its affairs. The Article 21 Of the 
Constitution unlike in the past, has been given a wider 
connotation by the Supreme Court in number oftases 
to include the right of life. A rough and ready one line 
summary of the decisions of Supreme Court 
interpretation of Article 14, 21 read in light of Articles 
38 and 39 may be that a citizen of this countr>' is entitled 
to lead his life with dignity appropriate to his status. In 
the opinion of this tribunal, the item No. 10 of the Fifth 
Schedule of the Act endeavours to gi\^e the benefit bf 
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Articles 38 and 39 (a) of Constitution by way of 
legislation made by the Central Govt, to all industries. 
The Council is directly covered by these Articles. This 
tribunal is entitled to interpret the Act and the item No. 
10 in the light of the fundamental rights as interpreted 
by the Supreme Court follow'ing the direction given in 
Directive Principles of State Policy. It has to be said 
(hat the Constitution is the mother of all laws and 
therefore, what has been provided in the Constitution 
can be noticed w hilc interpreting and implementing a 
statute which truly owns its origin to the Constitution. 
Consequently, this tribunal adjudicates the rights of 
these workmen in light of sections 25 S and 25T read 
with item No. 10 of Fifth Schedule of the Act consonance 
with the Constitution. What is prohibited and made 
punishable as unfair Labour Practice, cannot be 
justified by the Council on the ground that the 
Commerce and Industry Ministry had floated a voluntary' 
retirement scheme for reducing the number of surplus 
employees. 

17. The Council has chosen to rely on the decision of 
Steel Authority of India n.v. National Union Water Front 
Workers J.T.2()() 1(7) SCC 269. This case is mainly an 
authority for the proposition that abolition of labour 
contract. On issuance of notification by the appropriate 
Govt docs not result in automatic absorption of 
employees in the industry wherein the labour was 
employed through a contractor. The Supreme Court 
over ruled its earlier decision Air India vs. Union of 
India Jt 1996 (4) 366 prospectively. The other points 
diseussed in the case have no bearing on the questions 
involved in this case. The Council has relied upon the 
decision ofa learned single Judge ofMadras High Court 
M 16. The decision is distinguishable because that case 
was filed under Article 226 of the Constitution. The 
learned single Judge w as considering posts created for 
a project w hich w as to Inst for a limited period. 

18. This tribunal states that the office of Council at 
Bornbay cannot justify non-absorption of these 
workmen on the basis of All India Statistical statements. 
Firstly, the industrial dispute relates to the undertaking 
of the Council at Mumbai. Secondly, it is not disputed 
by Mr.Shivkumar that IWSU (Internal Work Study) had 
approved vacancies for the posts claimed by the three 
workmen. 

19. The result of the aforesaid discussion is the three 
workmen arc entitled to relief of absorption as they have 
been continued in service as daily wagers despite the 
c.xistcncc of \ acancics for the posts occupied by. This 
IS to say the least, was an unfair labour practice. 
Accordingly, it is directed that Madhukar Arjun Sapkale, 
Prakash M. Gudulkar and Rajshree Shetty shall be 


deemed to have been absorbed as regular workmen of 
the Council from 15th December, 1999 i.e. from the date 
of filing W.P. 3075 of 1999. Arjun Sapkale is entitled to 
get the pay of a regular peon from that date of his 
absorption in Group D. He shall be made permanent as 
a consequence of absorption as he was serving since 
14th April, 1989 and there is a vacancy. He shall be 
entitled for all consequential benefits including 
seniority and the arrears of wages. The Council shall 
pay him the arrears of wages if any after adjusting the 
amount received by him as consequence of the order of 
the High Court of Bombay in W.P. No.3015 of 1999. It is 
further directed that M.Gudalkar shall be absorbed as 
regular Electrician in Group C by the Council from 15th 
December 1999, He shall be made permanent in the 
existing vacancy. He shall get the pay of the Electrician 
in Group C post from 15th December, 1999. He shall be 
entitled to arrears of pay after adjustment of the pay 
already received by him as a consequence of orders 
passed by the High Court of Bombay, in W.P, No. 3015 
of 1995. Rajshree Shetty also shall be absorbed as Junior 
Stenographer by the Council in the permanent vacancy 
in Group C with effect from 15th December, 1999. She 
shall be entitled to seniority as if she continued in 
service without any break. However, since she did not 
serve as a Stenographer between 14th January 2000 to 
1st March, 2002, she is not entitled to claim pay for the 
period as she had not slated that she was without any 
employment during the period. However, for all other 
purposes she shall be deemed to be in service.The 
Council shall give her all the arrears of pay in the 
capacity of permanent Junior Stenographer after 
adjusting any pay received by her in that capacity as a 
consequence of the order of the High Court in WP 
No.3015 of 1999. Shri Jayant S.Bane is not entitled to 
any relief by this award. 

20. Accordingly, this reference is answered by the 
terms of this award in paragraph 19. 

S.C. PANDEY, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 7th November. 2003 
S.O. 3299.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Go\ crnment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT- 
23/2002) of the Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court. 
Mumbai as sho\\'n in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
E.\port Inspection Council of India andtlieir workman, which 
w as received b> tlie Central Government on 6-11 -2003. 

[No. L42012/257/2lX)2-IR(C-n)l 
N.P.KESAVAN. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 
MUMBAI 
Present 

Shri Justice S.C. Pandey 
Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-23/2002 
Parties: Emplo> ers in relation to the management 

of 

E.xport Inspection Council 
And 

Tlieir Workmen 

A|)|>earances: 

For the management Mr, Narayanan. Ad\'. 

For the w orkman : Mr, Mira jkar. Ad\'. 

State ; Maltarashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 17th day of October 2003 

AWARD 

I. Tliis is a reference made b\ the Central Gorl: 
in exercise of its pow ers under clause (d) of Sub -section I 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (the Act 
for short) to resobe the dispute between the Export 
Inspection Council of India (the Council for short) and 
Shri Tulsidas Krishna Mahale. Shri Jethalal N. Jajodiya. 
Shn K. V. Singh and D, V. Krishna (All called collectively as 
the workmen for short). The terms of reference as per 
schedule are as follow s; 

•Whether the action of the maiiagemem of Export 
Inspection Council of India in not regularizing 
Sh, Tulsidas Krishna Mahale. Sh. Jethalal N. 
Jogadiha. Sh. K.B. Taiwan Sh. K.V. Singh and 
D VKrishna is legal and justified'^’ If not. to w hat 
relief the> are entitled to'^ 

2 The workmen made the following claim in their 
statement of claim (a) Tulsidas K. Mahalle was sening 
the Council from 21 si June 1982 as Peon in Group D 
post. Imtialb. the workman was paid at the rate of Rs. 8/- 
per da> He was gben Rs. 67.50 per day. It was claimed 
he w as not given the benefit of permanent sen ice despite 
the fact he was working continuously. The workman 


K.B. Tahvar si^mitted that he was working continuously . 
as a Peon in Group D from 30th September 1987. It was 
his ease that he joined on 8 July, 1985. He was given 
technical breaks on 4th October 1985. 06th Jan 1986. , 
2nd April 1986.25th June 1986.30th December 1986.27th | 
March 1987 and 30th September 1987. He was given 
last three breaks for one day. He wvas employed at daily 
rate basis at Rs. 20/- and thereafter it was increase 
Rs. 67.50 per day. The workman submitted that Council 
did not regularize his services despite representation. 
K.V. Singh too submitted that he was working as Peon ' 
from 07th Ma>’ 1986 continuously. He was initially paid Rs. 
20/- per day Rs. 67.50/- per day. The workman 
claimed that he was not absorbed as a regular peon 
despite his letter of request dated 19th Februar>' 1996. 
(b) The workman N. Jethalal Jagadiya had joined the 
serv ices of the Council from 10 July. 1985 as Sweeper/ 
Cleaner. The workman claimed that he was discharging his 
duties uninterruptedly from 30th September 1987. Between 
lOth Juh 1985 upto that date he w as given artificial breaks 
ofonedav each on 04th October 1985.6th January^ 1986. 
2nd Aprii 1986.27th June 1986.27th March 1987 and 30th 
September. He was serving as daily wager from the very^' 
inception at Rate of Rs. 20/- per day. It had been increased^ 
to Rs.67.50 per day. The representations made by the 
workman by applications dated 19thFeb 1996. C4th and- 
05th December 1998 w ere not considered by the Council. 
D. VKrishna was appointed as a Junior Stenographer by 
the Council in May 1995. It is a group C post. He 
claimed to have performed his functions continuously 
since that day as a daily wager. He was being given 
Rs. 99/- per day. It was over as Rs, 108/- per day. His 
claim for absorption was not heeded to. 

3. The w orkman Tulsidas Mohalle. K.B. Talwar, 
K.V. Singh and Jethalal N. Jpgadiya claimed that they 
fulfilled the prescribed qualification for the Group D post. 
The workman D.V. Krishna claimed that he was duly 
qualified for the post of Stenographer as Group C post. It 
w as alleged their joint representation and that of the Union 
of their behalf w ere not considered by the Council. It is 
alleged that workmen w'ere compelled to file W.P. 
No. 491 of 1999 before the High Court of Judicature at 
Bombay. The w rit petition was finally disposed of by 
order dated 22nd August 2002 by the Division Bench of 
that High Court directing the Central Gort. to refer the 
dispute under Section 10 of the Act. All the workmen 
prayed that they be absorbed as permanent in the group 
of service with the date they joined. They be given ajl 
the monetary and other benefits flowing from the grant of 
the status prayed for. 

4. The council in its written Statement did not 
dispute the fact that the reference was made bj' the Central 
GoM. on account of the order passed by the High Court of 
Bombay in W.P. No. 491 of 1999. How’ever, it dispute^ 
the iurisdiction of the tribunal asserting that Council w^s 
siatutorv/autonomous body set up by the Ministry’ of 
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Commerce and Industry as per Section 7 (Export Quality 
Control and Inspection) Act. 1963. It was further asserted 
by the Council that all the Peons T.K. Mnhalle. 
K,B.Tal^^ar and K.V Singh were \\orking as casual 
labour. They were initially paid at rate of Rs, 8/- Now 
they are being paid Rs. 2.550/- per month from 01 -6-1999 
with the eligible allowance. It was alleged J. N. Jogadiya 
was appointed on 10-7-85 as sweeper. He was being paid 
Rs. 20/- then Rs. 67.50/-. There from 1-6-99 he w as being 
paid Rs. 2.550/- per month plus allowance. D. V. Krishna 
was appointed from 22-5-99 as a Regular stenographer. 
He was being paid Rs, 4.000/- from 01-6-99 as basic and 
the eligible allowances. It was alleged that all the 
workmen were given the benefit of the order dated 
05-5-99 passed b> the High Court. They were given 
holidays and bonus for w hich they were eligible. It was 
further claimed that Council cannot absorb them contrarvv 
to the rules. It was also pleaded that there was a VRS 
floated for voluntary retirement of the employees of 
Council for the post of Group C and Group D . There 
were surplus employees as per Internal Work Study Unit 
through out India. No posts and vacancies were available 
for absorption, 

5. This tribunal framed the following issues on the 
basis of the pleadings of the parties. 

(a) Whether the E.xport Inspection Council is an 
industry? 

(b) Whether this tribunal could consider the 
question in view of the order of the High Court 
in W.P.No. 491 of 1999? 

(c) Whether T ulsidas K. Malialc. K, B. Talw ar a nd 
K.V. Singh joined the services of Export 
Inspection Council as Peons in the eighties? 
Whether they arc entitled to claim 
regularization? 

(d) Whetlier J. N. Jogadiyajoined the services of 
the E.xport Inspection Council as a sweeper 
(casual Labour) in the year 1985? Whether he 
is entitled to claim regularization? 

(e) Whether Shri D. V. Krishna w as engaged as a 
Junior stenographer from 1995 by the E.xport 
Inspection Council? Whether the aforesaid 
workman is entitled to regularization? 

6. The workmen J. N. Jogadiya. K.V. Singh, 
K.B, TalwtU-. D. V. Krishna and Tulsidas Malialle filed their 
affidavits. They were cross examined on behalf of the 
council by Shri Narayanan. Advocate. Shri. Shiv Kumar 
filed his affidavit on behalf of the Council. He was cross 
examined. Thereafter, the parties closed their case. The 
case w as heard finalh . 

7. The Issue No. I and 2 are inter-related. They shall 
be answ ered by this tribunal here in after. The contention 
of the council is that it is not an industry'. It cannot be 
disputed that after dcliveiy of judgement in the case of 


General Manager V. A. Srinivasa Rao 1977 (9) S.C. 234 
the three Judge Bench of Supreme court held that 
Bangalore Water Supply and Sewerage Board vs. Rajappa 
1978 Lab 1C 467 has to followed for determining whether 
an enterprise is an industiy'. The triple tests laid dow'n in 
that ease are (i) Systematic activity (ii) Organized Co¬ 
operation between employer and employee (the direct and 
substantial element is chimerical) (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and servdccs calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes (not spiritual or religious but 
inclusive of material timings or services geared to celestial 
bliss e.g. making on a large scale Prasad for food) prima 
facie there is an industiy. It has also been held that absence 
of profit motive is irrelevant. Any undertaking which 
possesses the aforesaid three elements has to be declared 
an industry' even though it is not a trade or business 
provided the employer-employee relationship in that 
undertaking resembles a trade or business. All those 
callings under taking and adventures may be treated as 
industries provided they satisfy the triple test even 
though the analogy between them and the trade or 
business is confined to employer-employee relationship 
and not others. It was further held that the strictly 
speaking sovereign functions may be exempted from the 
definition of industry but not welfare activities or 
economic adventures under taken by the Go\f. Even in 
cases where three certain departments were performing 
sovereign functions strictly speaking, the substantially 
severable limits of that department can be considered to 
be covered by section 2(J) of the Act of the triple tests 
were satisfied. 

8. The council is a statutory body. It adx'ises the 
Govt, of India in respect of matter relating to e.xportable 
goods. It also checks quality of goods which are liable to 
be e.xported and controls the export of goods. It has been 
stated in the affidavit of Mr. Shiv Kumar that the council is 
an organization Ministry of Commerce and industry. He 
admitted in cross examination that testing of goods is done 
by Export Inspection agency w'orking under the 
council. The Export (Quality And Inspection) Act 1963, 
provides as. per 6 of that Act, the Govt, of India after 
consulting the Council, shall notify the commodities 
which shall be subject to inspection and quality control. 
The Council has to specify the type quality control a 
particular commodity shall be subjected to and the 
stantas for the same. It is duty of council to certify the 
quality of exportable goods by making investigation and 
inspection and approve the samples as fit for export. It 
has its own testing houses for this purpose. It can issue 
the certificates though its agency certifying that the 
quality or specifications regarding the samples of goods 
satisfy the standards prescribed by the aforesaid Act. 
This short summary of the work of the council shows 
that it fulfills the tripple test. It may not be doing trade 
or running a business. It is an undertaking of the Govt, 
of India. There is nothing on record to suggest that the 
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council or the agency performs any sovereign function. 
This tribunal holds that the export council provides 
material service for production and distribution of 
exportable goods to satisfy human wants and wishes. It 
as such an Industry. This tribunal further holds that 
Section 3(2) of the Act of 1963 shows that the council is a 
body Corporate. It has power to acquire hold and dispose 
of property and can sue and be sued in its name. It is not 
a department of Govt of India. Therefore, Article 309 ofthe 
Constitution does not apply to it because it is not a 
‘State’ within the meaning of Article 308 of the 
Constitution of India. It is an independent body. It 
be controlled statutorily by the Central Government but 
control is confined to the powers conferred on the Central 
Govt, by the Statute. Looking to the nature of its 
organization, particularly the organization of council and 
the agencies, providing the conditions of service of the 
employees and the work performed by it can be held that 
the council is an industry. Its main function is to provide 
quality control of exportable goods by advising 
specification and standards and making systematic 
inspection and testing of samples fit to be exported. It 
can not escape from the definition of ‘industry’ 
under Section 2(J) of the Act. The council has failed in its 
attempt to show that it is not covered by 2(J) of the Act 
despite the fact that .n the return filed in W.P. 491 of 
1991 it has stated dial it has been en^ging some of the 
persons as casual labour. This is also the stand of the 
council before this tribunal. A casual labour is ordinarily 
employed in an industry. 

9, Tins triiumal is further of the opinion that the order 
passed in W.P. No.491/99 shows that the council had 
consented to the direction given by order dated 22-8-2002 
that the matter of regularization be referred 
to .his tribunal. The Central Govt, was bound by that 
orcier and accordingly it re erred ite issue of regularization 
Tht .'^nnisence of the council in the orcto dated 22-8-2002 
binds it to a consistent course of conduct. It cannot 
approbate and reproleate.The consent of council was not 
to a pure question of law because whether a particular 
undertaking calling or advenpire is an industry is mixed 
question of law and fact. The ccuncil cannot be permitted 
before this tribunal to |riead those &ct which may take it 
out ofthe definition of Industry under Section 2(J) of the 
Act. That apart the orders of the High Cdurt of Bomb?^ in 
W.P. No. 499 of 1999 dated 12-2-2002 are binding on this 
tribunal. Right or wrong, this tribunal cannot sit in 
judgement over the ju^ement of a superior court having 
administrative as well as judicial power of superintendence 
over this it under Article 227 of the Constitution of India. 
The council could have approached the Constitutionally 
siq>erior court or else filed an ^plication for review. For all 
these reasons this tribunal rejects the arguments raised 
on behalf of the Council and answers issue No.l and 2 in 
favour of the workmen and against the council. 


10. This tribunal now takes of Issue No.3 which 
relates to poems in GroupD. It appears from the i^adiigs 
of the parties as well as tlte evidence led by these woiknlen 
that T.K..Mahalle, K.B. Ihlwar, K.V. Singh joined ^ Pei^ in 
1982,1985 and 1986. It was not disputed in the j^eadiiigs 
of the Council that these workman were continimulBty 
working without any break in service uninterruptedly in 
the case Mahalle and K.B.TaIwmr from the d^ they j<^ied 
and in the case K.B.Talwar after 30-9-1987. Thus there 
is no break in service in case of all the peons at least fttim 
1987. It is not in dispute that they were qualified to be 
appointed as Peons Their evidence shows that they were 
daily rated workers. It also clear from their evidence that 
they were beii^ paid at rate of Rs.67.50 when th^ filed the 
petition. It is correct that all these workmen may 
not have been employed through Employntent 
Exchange. Shri. Shivkumarinhisciussexannnationatoilted 
that these workmen were working continuously firom 1987 
without any break in service. This tribunal is of the view 
that Shivkumar was unable to say in cross examination 
how these peons had become surphis when they woridng 
in the Bor^ay continuously ft)r ^xnit 12 years priof to 
filing of W.P. No.491 of 1999. This tribunal has 
examined the entire evidence of Shivkumar. He was the 
head of the Department of Bombay region. He could not 
give any proper rq)fy to the presumption under Section 
114 of the Evktence Act tl^ loddng to common course 
of events it shall be presumed that things that have 
continued for a considerable time coittinue as such. The 
r^uttal if any Arnold have come from Sltivkumar. He 
has failed to do so. Tlus tribunal holds in favour ofthe 
workman that they have proved their services were 
reqmred by the Council. No evidence was platted mi lecnrd 
to prove otherwise. The Council has failed to 
rebut the presumption that no vacant^ was available for 
absorbing these woikman and making them permanent. 
The fact remains that after the ortters passed by the Ugh 
Comt these wcHfkmen me treated on peat with regdar 
employees. According, Issue No.3 is answered. 

11. The Issue No.4 relates to J.N.Jagadiya. It is 
undisputed that he was qualified to ai^inted as a Sweeper. 
His case is identical to tliat of Peons. He was appointed as 
a SweepCT/Cleaner as daily Wager at Rs.iO/- Thereafter, he 
was paid Rs.67.50 per day when he filed writ petition 
491/1999. He continuously working without break since 
1987. On the identical reasoning as in paragraph 9 
above because the facts are identical, this tribunal holds 
J.N.Jagadiya is entitled to claim absorption and 
permanency as a sweeper. 

12. This takes to issue No.4 relating tixD.VKristeia, 
whowasappointedasjuniorJStenographerfrom 1995. He 
is a qualified Stenograd^er. This facts is not in dispme. It is 
apparent firom pleadings and evidence of D.V.Krishna 
tMt he had come to know about the vacancy from the 
reliable sources. He applied for the poa; and Shri.KLB. 
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Saxena the Joint Director appointed him. He was treated 
as a daily rated workman and was paid Rs.99/- per day. 
Only when the High Court passed the Order, the 
workman was paid regular salary. According to this 
witness there were three vacancies available for his post. 

He denied that his post was surplus. Shivkumar, who 
was examined did not say specifically in paragraph 13 
regarding the existence of vacancy where the workman 
was working, He talked of All India vacancy and was 
unable to say if there was any vacancy. As already stated 
this witness was evasive about the vacancies. He denied 
having come across Ex, W 13 dated 15-6-2001 Ex W 23. 
He was unable to say if the workman had filed an 
application for filling up the vacancy' on the basis of Ex 
W-23 dated 15-6-2001 Ex W32, He admitted that the 
workman was appointed in place of Sunita Bhargav and 
from that date he continued to work as a Stenographer. 
The inevitable conclusion is that the services of the 
workman were required all these year and the Council 
has failed to rebut the presumption in favour of the 
workman. Thus, the issue No.4 is answered in favour of 
the workman and against the Council. 

13 This tribunal has considered the facts in detail 
that three workmen named above fulfill qualification 
prescribed for recruitment of their posts. The rules and 
other documents fi led on behalf of the council do not initiate 
against the aforesaid findings. The workman have 
worked for considerable period. The council continued 
to employ them as daily rated worker when there was 
vacancy available with the council. The long 
continuiince of the workman militates against the agreement 
that one of them was not employed through Employment 
Exchange. In Industrial dispute a rigid attitude has not to 
be adopted by giving advantage to the stronger party 
who sought to exploit the weaker party i.e. the 
unorganized labour. Shivkumar inpledly admitted that in 
each case llicre was a vacancy. The fact that they were 
continued showed that the Council needed their services. 
There can be no better proof of the requirement of the 
Council. 

Section 2 (ra) of the Act defines 'unfair labour 
practice' to mean those practices that have been mentioned 
in the Fifth schedule Section 25 T of the Act issues a 
legislative command to the employer, a Trade union or a 
workman prohibiting there from committing unfair 
labour practices mentioned in the Fifth Schedule on their 
part respectively. The first part of Fifth schedule 
enumerates the unfair labour practices which are 
prohibited in the case of an employer. It is an unfair 
labour practice under item No. 10 to employ workman as 
‘badlis’ casuals' or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for years, with the object of depriving them of status 
and privileges of workmen” It is also clear that as per 
section 25 U of the Act, the violation of section 25 T 
would be an offence punishable with ma.ximum sentence 


of six months or with fine which may extend to Rs. 1000/- 
or with both. In the opinion of this tribunal chapter V 
whereby the sectipns 25 S and 25 T inserted were in the 
Act w.e.f21/8/1984 has made a difference by prohibiting 
commission of unfair labour practice and providing a 
sentence for commission of an unfair labour practice. 

This tribunal is entitled to take note of this fact while 
granting relief to the workmen on its findings that the 
workman were unfairly deprived of their rights by the 
Council. It may also be noticed that the Council is a 
Statutory body as already noticed. The Council may not 
be a department of the Central Govt, but the evidence of 
Shivkumar shows that it is an organization serving under 
the Ministry of Commerce and Industry. It is controlled 
by Ministry of Commerce and Industry. He has stated 
that study of IWSU of Ministry of Commerce and 
Industries is applicable because it is controlled by 
Ministry of Commerce and Industry. It has already been 
pointed out that the Council is body Corporate . The 
control of Central Govt, appears to be deep and pervasive 
as per evidence led by the Council. It is therefore a State 
within Article 12, though not under Article 308. 
Therefore, Article 21,14,15 and 16 of the Constitution 
shall be ^plicable to the employees of the Council. It 
may also be noticed that Article 36 of the Constitution 
adopts the same definition of State as is given in Article 
12. The fundamental principles of governance of the 
country laid down in Part IV shall also be applicable to 
the Council. The Article 38, 39 (d) of the Constitution 
inter alia have to be applied by the Council as 
fundamental in the governance of its affairs. The Article 21 
of the Constitution unlike in the past, has been given 
a wider connotation by the Supreme Court in number 
of cases to include the right of life. A rough and ready 
one line summary of the decisions of Supreme Court 
interpretation of Article 14,21 read in light of Article 38 
and 39 may be that a citizen of this country is entitled to 
lead his life with dignity appropriate to his status, in 
the opinion of this tribunal, the item No. 10 of the Fifth 
Schedule of the Act endeavours to give the benefit of 
Article 38 and 39 (a) of Constitution by way of • 
legislation made by the Central Govt, to all industries. 

The Council is directly covered by these Articles. This , 
tribunal is entitled to interpret the Act and the item 
No. 10 in the light of the fundamental rights as 
interpreted by the Supreme Court following the direction 
given in Directives Principles of State Policy. It has to 
be said that the Constitution is the mother of all laws 
and therefore, what has been provided in the 
Constitution can be noticed while interpreting and 
implementing a statute which truly owns its origin to 
the Constitution. Consequently, this tribunal 
adjudicates the rights of these workmen in light of 
Section 25 S and 25 T read with item No. 10 of Fifth 
schedule of the Act consonance with the Constitution. 
What is prohibited and made punishable as unfair 
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Labour practice, cannot be justified by the Council on 
the ground that the Commerce and Industry Ministry 
had floated a yoluntary retirement scheme for reducing 
the number of surplus employees. 

15. The Council has chosen to rely on the decision 
of Steel Authority of India vs. National union Water 
Front Workers J.T, 2001(7) SCC 269. This case is mainly 
an authority for the proposition that abolition of labour 
contract. On issuance of notification the appropriate 
Govt, does not result in automatic absorption of 
employees in the industry wherein the labour was 
employed through a contractor. The Supreme Court 
overruled its earlier decision Air India vs. Union of India 
Jt 1996 4 366 prospectively. The other points discussed 
in the case have no bearing on the questions involved 
in this case. The Council has relied upon the decision 
of a learned Single Judge of Madras High Court Exhibit 
M 13. The decision is distinguishable because that case 
was filed under Article 226 of the Constitution. The 
learned single Judge was considering posts created for 
a project which was to last for a limited period. 

16. This tribunal states that the office of Council 
at Bombay cannot justify non-absorption of these 
workmen on the basis of All India Statistical statements. 
Firstly, the industrial dispute relates to the undertaking 
of the Council at Mumbai. 

17. This tribunal is further of the view that the 
Council cannot take advantage of the fact that workman 
were not sponsored by the employment exchange. This 
aspect of the matter loses its significance because the 
workman continued for a long time sufficient to justify 
their liberty. The Council cannot use its own lack of 
concern for law as a sword to attack the workmen. The 
industrial law vests in the industrial adjudicatory power 
to condone such lapses. The time that the workman 
have spent in the service of council validates their 
sojourn with the Council. This tribunal is of the view 
that judgement of Madras High Court Ex M/13 relied 
upon by the Council is not appropriate. The 
consideration for exercise of writ jurisdiction under 
Article 226 of the Constitution is very different. It 
appears that the learned Single Judge of that 
Court was dealing with the posts created temporarily 
for a scheme which had come to an end . This is not so 
here. This tribunal answers the reference by stating 
that workman Shri Tulsidas Krishna Mahale, 
K.B.Talwar and K. V. Singh are entitled to be absorbed 
and permanent as Peons and Shri. Jethlal N. Jogdiya as 
a Sweeper in Group D of posts. Shri D.V.Krishna is 
directed to absorbed and made permanent in Group C 
post as a Junior Stenographer. All the workman shall be 
absorbed and made permanent from the date of filing 
W.P. No.491 of 1999 in the High Court that is 3"* February 
1999. They shall get their seniority from that date. It is 
further directed that all these workman shall be entitled 
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to receive full pay as regular holder of their postf^lim 
03rd Feb 1999. The Council Shall pay their arrears of 
their pay after adjusting the amount already received 
by them including the extra amount received a 
consequence of the order of the High Court. No. co$ts. 

S. C. PANDEY, Presiding OflfiDer 
7 2003 

3300.—Sileilfileb 1947 (1^47 

^ 14 ) ^JRT17 % 315^1^ fliN? 

5/2000) 

^ ^ 06-11-2003 ^ 

^3TT«ni ’ 

[U -12012/203/1 999-3TT^. I)] 

New' Delhi, the 7th Novembw, 2003 

S.O. 3300.—In pursuance of Section 17 of Ithe 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Ccniral 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. 5/20100) 
of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Jodl^)urncn4 as 
shown in the Annexiue in the Industrial Dilute betw^n 
the en^loyers in relation to the manag^nent of State B^unik 
of Bikaner & Jaipur and their woikman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 06-11-2003. 

[No. L-12012/203/1999-IR(B^l)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Qfi^r 

aftdinieb snr ; 

Pi^ii 3IITo 

afro ^o ( ) '^o t 05/2000 

3frT) 4)4)1 ' 

ttsrsih , 

I . . .3IwfT 

ai-IIH 

• J 

. 4 

I / 
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SK I M l M - 

1^"^ 'ipim *ii'<ini3IF<T^Jpm%3T«TqT^, 

3;t^: ^ ^3Tm ^'it ^-511% 
aipt-sraR-^'-^TPirt %-5iT«if 3m^t 
Pn^lwil Tn«ff?IKlR°b ^9 'ft ^1 fq-^dh 

^M'KII l!.«i VIlOReh SSRTC'f'^^Tt^in^lf «l>t 

'lt^lKlRet> ^evH H57%, 

3*raT«ff 12-12-79 

'Irff 3I^/>N0Rob fqchdiM ^ 

1337^113 <i||(^l <s^c^l^nB 5 tc 1 l%?T«IT'T 

it ^Q\ t, arm 

^qiO 'ItII HieWR %, Tjrsp '«II^ 

Pi^q’i f^qi^nt>y|j4T Pi^fqo fdfsi'^qnpT 

'IW ^ ^ 3iRi^ ^ t, Tsfjwr'm ^ ^ t 

^^ WT ^ ^3T?T; TiTsff ar^rraf 

5<I'<1 3IP7f’5FI'*IPT- 

"5^ ii%iT'cnf^ %qT ■5TT% t 

inMf %% •33H«h ^ ■5FI W?-'9^ 3R^ 1^ 
ai5n«ff SKi ^'T^^TSIT anrwf ailT T^o 

'TS’IPK ■?m-’q5T 31^ f^rqr 1^ Timf RfMNt SKT 

^ ■nf I ^ aih ^ Wft ‘^‘wi^^ici ^ 

3nMf ^ "JiF 'w 1% l^ni^ % ^FT^t 
sfR ^ R[f*i % ^ ^ ^ 

^«T%^-iiORqi ^^ a^cF I 

1 ^nini<«i 'lt' 5 ^T aiMT ^ tai - 3 ^ ^ STT'ilK ^ 

^ ^ ^ >iiKlRq> ^ ^ ^ IHt aimr % 

^ 5-2-90 ^■^^llORch ^ RjcbdMI *4Rw[4f ^ 'I^ 

fqciHi "aTT^ I 

fwst ^ a?nT% -aiqR i -q^ 7]qf % % 3 n«jf 

3TP1 ^fe#T t ^ TTSBR mHw ^ ^ qJt W 
i *1^ >11(111 

■SrMf ^ ait^16-3-93 ■5FI 3PTm-TT5l % ^aiT 1 
^ii'ORqi iqq«ni*i l^tildiqi ’Wt 1 fw^TFT 
lifninii'ii ^ ^ aT!I^fq?r Rfiqi qqi 

^■^^ti^TTSFR’a^TT^tain'^'^ iwaitiiRqqR^iFl 
^ ! ^iiORch ^T’T 3TW ai'arfSrqf %^H'«r'^'ait fWT “(1^ ^ 

f 'itR^ainaqrt^feq^^TWT-qpTT^f j-qp^Vi 

Wiq-TT^’ afk 1%^ WT '1% 11 

^f6l?Tf?T^ Il<!6 ^1fH(lt l3n«7f^^«THRRWte#^ 
aiTOR f^vqr ■^rr ■f aiqqr ■a^ wRtit Rrqqf % aig^ 
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(1) Tn^ff # c#T?T Tmf “a^o 

(2) ai3n«ff ^ aftr ^ qTTfqff t 

f^^31-7-2003 

?FT fTWFT W M 3mt 3lfq^j;qqT 

TT^o 12012/203/99/aTr^o STRo (^o I) f^ Hi-4) 
30-9-1999 ■R Pl^'f Iqqic^RR^ arf^'^R'^R'^iqicrf^qTt'^fEfq 
I 

•Wliclhcr the action of the Assistant General 
Manager. State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur. Jodhpur Zone 
by non-payment of orthopacdically handicap 
conveyance allowance to Shri Arjun Lai Meena Clerk/ 
Cashier uc.f, 05-02-90 is legal & justified. If not what 
relief the concerned \\ orkman is entitled to?" 

wff ^jfRTT % RFr-"^ 317^ f% 

?rt ai<^-n-iici RWn r^rH<t-/<lqir 6 qi'^'q^qTqi^iiqij-g^ 
r<ii'^ 5-2-90 '^qnq^^irq ^(IhH' 4’"IstRRnTil% 
^afrqRT fjicii "aN^ qvi4<,q^%, 3 n 4 f ihfq ir^ 

TsiTM irq^ 3ini -I 

i 3TTcn f Trq ?Tk 1 R<=h f^shdi^f % ^IT TFSR^JEf 
f^nrt^Rm i976 %fwT 2 ^Rm ( 5 ) (:^) % 

3L^ f) Cl TF^ ^ ^ TjqT f, ^Tfw 

Rn?)M^C^) ^NnorriqqT^-^TFita^^Tdtcra^^ 

^ 1 w w 11 W 1 R RisTH- 51 ^3n4f % mrt^ 

^ ^ ^ %-q?^ ^nfrtr^ 

feciin , 

3TOT4f mr ^ ^ ^ 

•grw R 1^,11 ii? 2 T t f% T3;q7 arm ^ ■=! RT 'it 

^ 3i'«T4t ?ii(lR=h wr aiwRit ^ arr^T i ai 3 fT«it 
5-5-1982'^’ a?^ tedPT ^4 t:||R41' ^ 
-mm 'T^ ^ mm m\ t ai^: ^ 

^TR Rt 3n?ff RRTTT 'H% qjT 3rP<T ^ arfqopTfi' ■!■, 
TTqr Rft TTRT arng' T«Tr4t Iqqxni'i't^ aiT%-'sn^ ■^' 
7?^l F ^TcT: ^ aURR RT 3n4t RTFR 'TtTT 3fTRt ^R% qjT 
aiRlRRT % Rh-^ arRTRT ‘RptRqr TR^'-'tKf % oRTF^ caHicfR RTsif 
q^3i4/T?|RlR=t.^ R 3TRR RRlRTfRlf ^RTFR ^ 

RR T?T 11 aiRT R fRTO f%RT t f%3n4f ^ ^RqR q^t ^ 

5-2-90 R Rt rrHtrtrr Rtobdin rrIriRr! ^ 
qigi ^t^^Ri aTI^^lRTferf^^l 3I3rRTt^ t l -JlH<^yl=K 
W R| TffR ■TR 12 Rfhw Rtf^cIFTT^I 

aTRTRt Rh atRR TilRTR 3R^fR>qt f^RlR' 3 TTRrRj aTNf%Rf 

R R7^ RRT % RTRT R^dl aw cjlR I ^t 

^3TR^ TRRRiTI^ ^^JRrR m\ f aiR; RRR '^jlRqR -^Rt 

RTRt m fRRTR rrR m aifRRRi: yiRT r^' t, 3 n 4 f r 4 h i h 
R -afRRRT m?R -iim mp^ t aiR: 3n4f w i dldt i ^!jfRR % 
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i<«h 3ii<a [^<9^1 "5^ '=t)R®l fnMti '^* 

3ifnRcKi ^qi^q "^119/88 ^ 

t Rh*il5H '»T^'3=Tc*lf^<?l ^'5Tra 

■# ST^/Orthopaedically handicap % ^ "fe 
128/83 

sfnT'^*6/90^ Rt) % 

^^Hici’it I "5^ >t«^K ^’1 

"FT^t *4 Rw 13T8iqT Orthopaedically handicap 

■^ql^hK Rfi'^I % Rh q^ q^l ^ ^T'PT % 
sfR ^ ^ % I ^ PiqRi % 

yi'<i •3Tf%T^f)T^ ^ I (qn^ qH 3itT ^ qi^® k.’i® 

^<i’ii‘K W r*i'^1^ tiqf^ 9'Wi^'5iin ^ tqlq>K Iq^qi 

31 qi^q ^Tii yiR^ q><^ 'q>l 3i(fc(qji0 ^tqlRh MW 
W^ ®TRt ^ f sltr Tfl^ 

^ ^sftTTRt smf|% % WJf ^ 3CR1I% WJf 
qi^q 3liqq)|(i %, cT^ 3?^ ^fq^li), WIKI 

f, STTVR ^ ^’ft ^ ■mJcTT t 

ftsqRr ■=1^ t WT ■Rft % ft* 

■^Tift f%Tj; f sftr Tnftf ^ 

5-7-94, 30-6-94, 27-6-94, 22-6-94, 13-10--93, 
14-10-93, 9-12-94 ^ 7-12-1994 
^ ftftfftcf ?tniT3ft* ^ ftft f 15fT«ft ^ ^^1^ ’T^ 

aftr wft ^ 3T5cTh 

Ml^ ^ ^ffqqilft "15^ ft I 

3m: ^ afttiifftf^f^m'snmft f%3mTftf 
H5IM«<'<1cK3f^ cbl^f"^, smfi q1qn^< 

! ^ I| W)h«K , ^ 3nftf 31v^Hcr1M ^ 

WT’mis-2-9oft'^^'+)<=b)^'^'^^'n^ft i^rnft^mrsft 
Riql^iqj ft 3idniq yim ^ 3Tfft^lft ft I 

■q^aftllfftnt^3TRiT^=TT^31-7-2003^'^-‘4l'Mld^ 

ftf-^mraR ^ ■gww I 

ftr^, 7 W^, 2003 

3301.—3^l^y^Rl4l srfiirfwT, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ mj 17 %3fT^^R^ft*, ftv^ IHIchK 'ftni 

ftfe^fi % sftr ^jft^ % ftNr, 

3T^«T ft* sfhdtfw Ri<n^ ft aftTjftfft^ aft^f^Ryr /ift^ 
{^ftftl^STT^o^o-fto 35/2001)^ 
Moh i Rrti wt ft, ^ 06-11-2003 ^ mm 

^3TT«1Tt 

[^. W.-T2012/7/2001-311^. 3rR. (ftt. I)] 
3l'3iq JHK, 3l[qq)lft 


7*27 

New Delhi, the 7th November. 2(K)3 

S.O. 3301.—In Pursuance of Section 17 ofllhe 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Cci*ral ^ 
Government hereby publishes the award (l.D. No. .3.V2(I) 1) 
orlhe .Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Jodhpur noy as 
shown in the anne,\urc in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of SUUc Bpnk 
of India and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 06-11-2003. 

[No. L-12012/7/2001-lR (ri-I>| 

A JAY KUMAR. Desk OMccr 

aftirtfftch f^<4K 8nT -^IdHd 

arftarft ; yfiMdl Piyil ■^, 3TrTo 1^0 ito T]^o 
3ftof^o(ftfP^)^o ; 35/2001 

mro ftft)?ft, 

tl^tOMH 3iiv'l'1l|'^Viq'SKT 

T^o'ftto'^o'^o ^<|u|| *il^ e, 

Hloft Ml<qi'5 (TT^o) 

.. .mftf 

■?TraT 

T^o "ftto 3TF^o ^filial 

mft Ri<ni Hicil 
Hi<qis 

(TI^o) 

.. .3fsn«ft 

(1) mftf yfftfftftt ?ft eiRid ^nft 

(2) 3Tmftf I 

3lfl4piufa 

f^m^4-08-2003 

3R H4 i ei4 mm ^ ft aimft srfti^xm 

■qr^o 12012/7/2001/3n^o 3tRo (ft^o 1) [^qiq> 
11-4-2001 %?RrftP=Tfqm^m^ 3lfltPtu^-5^ «4|ii|<v^it^ 

ftfmrfft^fti - 

“Whether the action of the Management of State 
Bank of India. Branch Rani Distt. Pali in terminating 
the services of Shri Raju Lai S/o Shri Mangi Lal^ Ex. 
Canteen Boy w.e.f. 6-1-2000 is legal & justified? Bf not 
what relief the concern w'orkman is entitled to? ‘ 

msft ft 3mT 11^ % 

m«ft mftmft «tq^lRj<^ q>ftqi’0 ft iftl 

^5|(H<i6 '*4mft otil ^ ft, ^nlqq) ^I'geiiei ft 

5-6-96 ft 5-1-2000 ^ ftmftm ft ?FI1?1R ft’ 
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^fTrTPT HlPflcb 

■^^4 ^'^ri T)^V:Ik 1 RiMi 'JIIOI 3Ti%f<cKl 

oF>T ^ Rrl-Hl ■'T^, wff PihIAci 

^'^k1 % TTWT 4)^om 4 ^ ^FFlf ^ f^TFT^' 

^=t) '=1 Is5-c|’4 '^PTTT, % <;hi]^'3iT ■'T^ ^rnilq 

"TiI^Ri'I °b<T!, Tpft •ST^^fTSTfT -ST^ W^l^rf 

■SFTPTT, MW, MtW ^ ?rPTt ^ 

-Sl<^ WMT, ^V- W <^<il, oF>f4 

■^iw, % Rim. ^ttstr WMTit '35^ 't5<^ WT oFjp4 

f^W, <5MCI '3=raf^ w4f W oFJf4 >^'4cimi 'Mcilnyc^ 

W I •STRft ^ ^4 

■T^ITT^ft 1996^ 1998 ^350/- 

■SfcIHI^ ^ 1999 4 500/- 

^4 4(TA W WT, 5-6-96 ^ 

5-1-2000 cW fwfw ^ -344^ TW7 

WT Tt 4 3TfM^ TTM^ ^F5T4 %%R fspTrt TWR W 
^'^ciM f4wwT, ^'^Om 4^TF^-M<.MiK'SRr mIImci 
'^T clM ^cli W TTcfR Mt '4?4 RhMl MMI RiMlMi 6-1-2000 
% cfWT^TT 7TWT 4lfe^ 3TT^- 5 ^ 4 ? ^ 

MT 37T^ ^ WT ^ f^, T^ST^F ^ ^ ^ STirtT-M^ 
f^TfT, A 4t ■'ll, 5<il^ T4 MiKU] 

WT M ^ ^ Mtfel, Mtfel 4crT ^ ^3TT^ 

WT, ^14! 4wj«wctt "4 «TRT ci^44wtr f, ■sn4f w t 

% <iM<4ri ^WJP-RkTT "4 T^ ^5M4f mn 25-^^, 25-TTM, 
2 5-4t ^ 2 5 - % TT^MTTf ^ WHT ^ W iwi 7 7 ^ 

41 m44 '^, mU'^ciI Tj44'«trI H^T'^ ■STcT: 

t4wt 3T^f4cT 3 t4m 113w 4 14^ % 3n4f ^ ^ 

^ f4ww 4 t 4 TffFcT ■5^ 4* ^4^8TTf4cT 44^4 "sn^ ^ 
344f44MMT4cT44ww41 


3w4f ^ 44 4 ^R^cT ^ ^ w t f4r '5^4? 

^^T % ^3n4tf44t4t ^4MRl 

Wl w, 3 TcT: <'-ip1M4 ^ ^r4 ^ 

3tRwk 11 aiFt 4 w t f4r ^4f ^ 


f4j4t 4t'?TPiT4 mv4mk1 3^4! 4 4N^ 

■441 TifTT w 4 ^*mciI4'^^i'i ^4il 4 t ch4Mi'0 

% wf 4 w<r 4, ¥[4? ijKT M^ci T4t4f %" 4 ■5r[4t 

ftf4t 4t ■^TRcT 4 4w MFf MRT W TRRT I 4N^ ^ 

^[i<ai4f 4 f4f4R' M)4-MiR4f ^rt 4r4rr '^4^ mRjci 
■5tt 4 t ^2iT =64^ir<4f 4^ 4cn 4 4 ■5 r4^ M)4mi<1 

^44 4 f4MTf4r 44 f, 35 rt ^44 4 

%44 WMT t, %4H %‘STM^ % 4 ^4^ 44 f 

W21T 4>’41h w wm 44 <^4'MiR4!' mrI 

MTW w44 ^ f, "SFrl %44 4 

mTm %4 •«acvl 4 ctm ^'iciM 4 ^44 '^rf 

f4w wcTT 4, %44 44 4^ %■ f44 twr w 


44«r m 4 4m <T*iT M 4 ^ ^brt %44 44 ^ 4^ 

44t ■smn t, ■rh44 ^ 44^ 4 

f444 44Rif4^ 4w t fm 4fm4 4r4M 4 ^i%t 4135RT 

^^t4ct 4r 4 4 wcT 4 44) mr m4m4 m 4 t, isn^f wsfr 
^44 ^ w4iRrici 4 j44 4 4j44 44 % ^ 
■'R 'Ji'tp'^ci m)i4<,ci ^«t) mr ap4 4 M>4'qi'0 m4 

3RT: 3f«h4* "^4 44 m)4'mi<^ miR 44 «n4 ■mT'4^ 
TTpf 4 m 441 ^4) 4 Ri^Rtci % Rim. Ri^lRn ylshMi % 

'5n4 4 rit ■armr t, 3n4f ^ 4^ ^ ■4^4 ct-r^ 
'Slid m4 4rit, 3Tji4f Sri 3n4f Ri^Rw 4M44'n^4 

m4 4r TTpr 4 4m m 4 4m, 3 ti 4 ^ 3w«& % 

■m4 4 m4m4-14i4m % 44^ m4 r^ mRi 25 -t^, 
25-R^, 25-‘44^25^i^'ml"Rimmm4'mT'4^77^4M4't 
M 414^7 77 mt Hi<ri'ii'44w4mT^'5T?^'t I'q^ 4mm't 
fm 3n4 3Rrm4 ^^m4 m4 4 4?Tm[mH ^4^4 cTofm 4 Rm I 



R^smR MMiMi 4i 311414)4 4f=h «t>4MiO <^Ri*hi mi rf?^ 
^44 mcT: *ipimsRi3n4‘44tR4'4 m>i4mi4 

1 ’31^4 Ri^s'i 4 )mi 44r3n4f mT'HFT-R^'R^^- 
4)^ 1 ^J1 l ^ I 


3n4 4 MFr-R^ % rtrsH 4' r®4 ^ tir^ 

fmm I fmnm 24-4-03 ^ mursft ^ 4 r 4 ^ 'mif^icT m 4 
■^37T f^IRnR "HRlt 451 SnJTsff % ^^414'^mcTR'Til mi 371^ 

i3n4^3TtR44f4=7RRm44’^4l4R^3if4n 


■!!Tr4 yRiRif4 "4 ^4, mi 3^44)^ Imm i 

Rt4 SRI 3^74 MPT-R^ % RR84 4 HR^ 44 M 77481- 


4 "^Tf m8iM fmm t fm'SRT^ IshIm) 5 - 7-96 4 5 - 1-2000 
cTm3i3n4% 374H RimRio 4 cn*iiciK ^Rim) ^ 0*1 tr^i 4 
Rt)Mi Rjiti«hl 4R4) ♦I'iJi^'O mi"34 ^Mcin Hil4«t) 


4m%'RT«TR4fmm'nm, 3n4f mi 1 ^- 37743^1 
3iqfv4f4RRR^444m4m4mimFf fmm3MiRmcT8iT 
■?R4r 3T^!im 3774 4f 47 mi m4 4 fmm Mm, 3774 4m 4 
44 m4m4 % 37^7^^ R7RR<T m4 fm4,34 mJ 
1996 4 1998 cim 350/- 4m7 %3m4l^M4 

mf 1999 4 500/- ?m4 17 R 1 M 15 ml S 7 4 4(TM mi ^ficiPT 
Mm 3871 3774 5-6-96 4 5-1-2000 Mm iMM^TcT R^M 4 
3713 m4 4 37f^ miM %m Mm 38716 - 1-2000 mt 4m % 
mmimh mnm irmMm 4 itfmm' 371 ^ 4 34 4m^ mr 
fmir, 4qitj«w m74 4 '<j4 mt^ 37 t4m-m^ mf? ft[Mi m 4 m4^ 
'^I'q ml M^, mt^ 41377,41377 4m7 m '^34 ' 5371 ^^ m 4 f?im, 
4m RTMifm 4 ^ m1^ 443m rj4 4^4 m 4 ml m^m4 
344fMm^mm 3TfMR!m7 %mMm4f mT3^m7 mR4 ■^3774 
4mR RTMim mt M^ ml 37^1471 47 374m 1 1 


Fimrfm 3757187 ! ml 3717 4 mmM 4 ri fmm Mm Rn^A 
mmt fm^pif 4mmTm4m4M487T,3n8t-^tmm'5m444^ 
m44 SRI 4mf4cT 444 4 444 mM % MS MR mi^Rci^ TFT 
"SS 44 m4m4 4 ms mr miM fm4 Mn4 mi m1^ m?m ^st 
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"TO ^ 29, 2003/3flF1T5m 8, 1925 


^t?TT "3^ 'Jiqf^ ^ f^v=qi f, 


<T«n 3n«Tf ^IsR^■3!r!talTp^rt l 

3fr? ^ ■sit T{\^ % 13^ 3n5>-Tt 5-6-96 

■PT 5-1-2000 3^31^^1 31Tn5>-Tt % 3T?-iH 

^ -q ^nrcTR 240 3TfW3rpt 

3>rTl f., 3T^«Tt ^ 3TtT 

3^’ %3T ■'Fn t FTt^JcT ^ 

■^T^nfFFT "RTR % R3 ''F <=t>i4<q^ *411 fR !<l«6tl 

5r*4t % ■RFT-'RjT'R ■^«T-'R?r 3513?f^ 1%R*^ "c^ 3Tti: 

^■=1?^%3T'TRTt 313: 3n*4t%■RFT-R33 W-T-'R^ ^3n»Tf3n 
% 3T3t3^;g^ 13^6-1-2000^ %1T3r3;#»51 
34 '4 3f3T3R 240 f33 3#T3r 3 Jt4 333T 3 ^431^133 

^TRT^t ■^RI ‘Sn^f 3^ ■(T3i‘ "RTF 3il 'll fey, 'll fey ■4?Pr 3 4'e’il 
^3173311 3Ff ■STRT 3RTf33 f fR3f3 '4' 3RT 
25-TT47 3Tt. f3. 3lf3f333 %'3TT^5Tr?M3> RT33nf WRI 

3113^ ^‘^3T^f33 20-1,-2000 ^^3^33 f^RlcVT^RI 
m 33T3T3 3R3 R13JR ^ ^ ^ 11 -4-2001 3Jt 

4133 f373T 33T t, Rt t % 3IT3t 6-1-2000 % 

3?3T<1^ % '31313 3?!^ 3513 3^ f^3I % 313: yyyi 3*3T 

Mr<R^M 3?t4ig4fTT3ngff 3^14^47^•^1M3 11-4-2001 
4 31 i 47T 34 Hurl’ll 33) 25 yRl^lcl TlfTI ■'j4 ^jf3 % 33 4' f33T^ 
3n3ttl 

3irqf33f3 

313: "3^ 3lf3f3f% 13)31 '38311 f^i: W3] '33=3371%3 
■|i3) 31137 5f«5Hi 3 rr @(1 TRI l33fT HlcilsKl 3fR3) 54 <I'^C 1 IC 1 
■53 54 MijfldM^ 6-1-2000 ■4#4igf33 31^133 7^3 ai'^t I 
313: 31l4f^|d 137313831 1% 3r5n?4133^33) "5831 ^ '^®ii 

4f ^ 4^ 1 3 3 3^, wff 34 -4314 Pl1=31 R r 4 ^SHtRl, 38*4 
^1M3 11-4-2001 4 31l4?r ^ 81c131 ■337 3T5n«4 fi3l'Jl3) 4 
25 ■gf3?l3 11% ^ ^ 13M3^781 

•33 33114^837 4-8-2003 38 "=3131^3 

■4’ ■^^ ^ 753131331 1 

f3?8'53Tr, ■=31313T?1 
M 7 33=31, 2003 

■cFT.SIT. 3302.—34?Tll337l3313 3144333, 1947 (1947 
38 14) 313 17 % 3T53RTII '4, 4)'?43 3137R 3143 % 

33333 % H3.1& l33lsn4f ^s4l ^3%374384 %413, •31^33 4 

4lfe 34411337133134 s4s1f3373lf33Riq li1?il^ 

%43R (iM 38^"SIo 27/200r)-S^3371%cT3713li, 
34 4r*#3-11137334 6-11-2003 34 3131 f 33 «81 

[■ 4 .1?:^,-41012/149/99-311^. sm, (41, I) ] 
3T1T3 ■^'HK, ^13) 3ll33)I'0 
New Delhi, the 7th Nov'ember, 2003 
S.O. 3302.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herdjy publishes the Award (ID, No. 27/2001) 
of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Jodhpur now as 
shown in the annexure in Ae Industrial Dispute between 


the employers in relation to the management of Northern 
Railway and their workman, which was received by tfee 
Central Government on 6-11-2003. 

[No. L41012/I4W99-IR(B-i)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officler 

34«4nii|> 3tfira>1W| 1^ 583 

indlUl’i 3lte»Tl1: 54 r 31 1378 '^RIT, SHIo T^o Tim) 
#0 l3o lio : 27/2001 ' 

3^441 %75a;M ^1333, 

•5MII %3RT (334005) 

3ll3f3-51141331, 

54 ^ 54 RIdlllH, 

"4113 -3313f73=1 

, rf 

. . .311*4 

1 

«RT3 

1. 37 = 5 ^^- 513 = 337 , 

3)131^13 -331 -8^33 
4138411 

2 . 

4^33^3, 

4-^(4 4l4, 

333, 

3^4;^ (110001) 

.. .aroNf 

( 1) 58311Tl4l3t4 54 313 431-3 To 

(2) 3T8T3l5rf3l3%4 54547131^-530 ’ 

3irat33R 
1^RT37 5-8-2003 

33 33Tc83, 3113 31381 ^3^ l^c^rf) % 383=4 3?f3^Rl 

9831371^0 4t0l2/149/99/5Tffo 3810 ( 3 I 0 1) 1^31375-31344, 

2001 41^^31^3114 3Tf3l343 53 '3NM3 41^ 1^531 

tl 

“Whether the action of the Management tof 
Northern Railway, Bikaner in not regularisation of Shri 
Mohan Lai S/o Shri Mali! Ram for the post of Meson is 
justified? If not, what relief the workman concerne(|is 
entitled?” 

% 3TW 313-33 31^ ^l4 3751 1 137 3<«4 

3-2-66 ^383131 %l3l3^5^lf33l31^3R4M^^3*fT^ 
-4 ^33 % 3)l4 -Rl 41337 4 r13 31 13533 - 558 ,14*4 




THE GAZEITE OF iNDlA;NOVEMBER 29.2()03/AGRAHAYANA 8.1925 |Part 11—Sira 3(ii)| 


7430 

2-7 -66 ^ 3-2-77 31^ cFTTcTR cT«TT 3-7-66 

■JRst ^WTPT110—180 ^ ^ ^ ^ W, 

W-rf ^3-7-66 ^ 31 -12-72 31^ Am ^ 

110—180 TJ^ 1-1^73 30-9-75 

260—480 27-3-80'^^: ^cmPT 

260—480 3IT8ff ^ ^ ^ iSHMf 

1-10-75 ■3^ 26-3-80 •tcR ■Q:^ 7TOT 

3IT^ ^ 3Tf%T^ tptt, imff 240 3Tf^^ ^ 

^ ^ cFTTcTR^ W 

RRT, ¥T8Tf ^ t ^ % 31T^ % 

^cHHM 260—400 '^dTTRR Wn 196—232 WfT# % 

^cil'HTlI f^RT '3511^ WTT "SIR ftfj "SnsTf ^ "51^ ^ "^jFf 

RT RRR "ArR % RR RT % ^^1R RT 

ARRR^%RRRr^^RRfTW, R«TT^RRW fWTR 3 Tt 1^ RT% 
RR RRT, RTsff -A ciMIdK STRTsff ^ ^ArR RR ^ 

RRT, TlrTRA RR %RRTR ^ lA rA^RTsA R?1 RFf 

RRT I RTRf A aqRRT fRo AtrAr ?R IrRTR %RT^RR ^ 
3R^ 1rTRT f^TRA Ar?Ar 'SAlAfRRT'^^RrRrfRRRRRIR^'SRTRRRR 
Ro 10/85 f^RIRT7-5-91 rA lRf% fRRRR arf^fAf^ 
^sArR^rA 1-10-75 a 26-3-80 RRTR^AwRR 260—400^ 
196—232 ^RR "^RIRtf^ R^ RT, RRR 31RfR A A RfRRT 260— 
400 RR Ad'RHTR RlA % ^ArRrA f 3^3 fRRlRTRT #T Rif ^ 
3TRfRA^RiRr3T31R^^AlTRt 12 RAtRIR RlfART rA ^ A 
•SRT^ r1 Ar #R, 100/- RRRT ’^RTRRI ^ ffclTRT RRT, fR 
WZ % IrR^ TTR7RtArT-RR RTRf IIRT RRJR %RTRlt 37/93 % 
RR A'^ Art 7-1-94 rA IdfQw ■fRTRTRRT Pn^A) (A'^^fRR^ 
^ rA^ 3RRcT rA rA Ri 1 RlAf A 18-2-94 rA RRl rAtA^ At 
RR^^RT RTRrAt rA TFJR %RT 1^ RflRRT ^rfRRRn 

Ao A?rA A wA rA ArAr % RR rr Awttr A TRRfRR rA Ri, 

RTRf rA '^(P-I^h SR^Rf %RTR^ 1-10-75 A 26-3-80 RRT 
ArRRTR 196 — 232 RR ArRMTR 260—400 A 3RRT R% RTT 
'5RRPT RfT 1 rTRT RRT R RTr! % AtTR RR R7 AtrAtR RTA % 
3RA?T At RTtA RfT IrtA rA I RlAt RTT RTRR f fRT RR% R^ A 
RTARRRTR tfRiRT 7-5-91 ^ArR ft'^RTT A IRTRAt Si^j^KRlAf 

ArRRTR 260—400 RR ArRRTR 196—232 At 3RRT rA RfA RT 
^RT^ RTRT RTtA RTT 3TfA^ 11 STR A fAAfR tAm t fAr RlAt 
rA wthfA At RR rA r^ Attt % rr rt fARfAR rtA 

tRRTRT 1-0-75 A 26-3-80 RRTWTTAtARAeRArAcTRRTR 

At 3TRTT: rA RfA 12 RtR^TR TTf^ tA^ RITA Rq T]r^ 

RTARtATRT^I 

37RTRt rA aAr A RIRTR A RJ^T RRT t fAl RlAf rA RRR 
Ph^Pw 25-9-19621, 3-2-1966 A 2-7-1966 RRT 149 
RRR f, RTrI 1-10-75 A 26-3-80 RRTrA 3TrPrRTT ArRAt 

Arr 3TRTT rA ^iPfi rtA RTT arfARTTA R^ A, rtArtA "RjA AAt 
At ArRT RT RfTRRT RTtPArT arfARTlA RtRTTAr A? RRTRT 13 - 2 - 74 
^ ^ At RR % fAlA RRT^ RtfRR ^ At WR RfTRRT 


arfRRRTTTRRRR AtRRTRT 17-6-74 AtRUT RActI RRo At 
RRRT A^ 196—232 A fA^fRR 3^ IrrTRRT RlAf A 
fArTR tRTRT aiR: -snsff rA fR^[fRd (aRTlAl At At RR RC 
ArTRR fAA^ TRRRR At aiAtR^ RR ^ R^ "Sift lITRf A 
19-6-74 rA rS<|<A 'sit^'H rA RcRJfRTd^RA 19-6-75 A fRRfRR 
^f?[RTRRlRRT 27-3-80 rA RTr! At© •qo AtrrRT 
Aw\ Af 260—400 A fRRfRR RT^ RRT RRffe RlAf A 
30-9-75 A RfA’^TRR-WT RT At^STRT^RT ArR A?'^ A 
Wf IRJRT RRT ^RWR A? 3T1^ rA RlRTRT A RlAf ArR 
RTRR: RTT’JRRR At ^ fW RRT I Rf At RTfT f fRT RlAt rA 
1 -10-75 A 26-3-80 A> 31RItA> ^TRH A>3T^ ^ At® 

AtR^^ A 7-1 -1994 rA AtfeRjj^ ^ fAAr fRRfRR rtiA A> afn^R 

RRTR fAA A fR!^ ai^RTRlRT A rA fRRfRR fRTRT "RT ^ t 

31R: 1-l0-75A26-3-8ORRT^3TRfAATARR31RRAT^piRR 
RTT RlAt aAA^Rt R^ %, RrArR fRRlR ^ ^d! At® l^® 

AtR3^ ^RT ft ^ t Ak RT^ At ft 11 3HT A 

fAARR fRTRT ^ f% RT^ RTT rIr-RR ^I^TR TSTTAcT fRTRT RTiA I 

RlAt A RTR-RR A? •RrAr A WT RR WT-RR R^ 
fRTRrfArRRTRTRlAf TTfAfAfR'SHTfAr^f rAr^RRT RTRlAfoRt AA 
A WTRTRRR Rr! RTT "^IRR-RR TR^R fRTRT fART RT RlAf 
RfRfAAt^KlfWRTtR^, RlAfR?t3A[AfRfARR^RlA3TTR^ 

■AtA RfRRT A?r rA r| I 

RtAt RAt A? RfAfAAtRR RfR "^At, rrirrA 

RTR#RTRfRTRTI 

RTRt ^ Rf RTfT RRT t fRT 3 - 2 - 66 rA rA TRRR5 "sAt 
RTtA^URTT A ArR % ^tA fAfpR f^RRT IRTRTRR ArR RTT 
RRtA fRTRTRR^ 1-10-75 a 26-3-80 RRTrAArRRTtArRRTR 
RRfTRRftftRTRRrtRTt'^ATjAt aPTR: Rf Tlf^ fR^ RfT^ I 

fRR^t RIR Rf RTfT RRT fAr ^ A Ar^AtR ’SftRlfRRT arfARTTR 
RTR IAAr RIAr IrTRT RRT f^ AtrAr SlVTTRfiRT ^^RTRTfRRTRf 
^ AAtfRR^ AIRT RRl 341<+1 RT^ftR^ t 3fAR tAI 3TRR 
R% RTRT RTT[A RTT aqfRRTTA Rff 11 

RTRtRTTRf RTRRt fRT AtrAr IRITRfART ^TfRRTTR At 
3nA?r^RT^A^^ Rff^lfRRAt rA aA^t A ’HcRdKIR«l 
1?TRf RfTR^RTif^ f^AtfRRT A^ ^ f R^g Rf RTTTA A STOrA 
lA ^ fATRlAf A fAqifAn 3TRfR A ArRRTTRTTR fRTRT RT RiA I 
^ A RTRf % R^ A Ar^ftR 3AAtfW‘!RlRTfRRTR4 RTT f^jfR 1|3R 
t AA'fRA 1-10-75 A 26-3-80RRTAfRRTRRTRf^fA^nRT 
RRT't I fAt % A At'^Tr Rft?itf> W srfRR;^ r>T fA^ At 

RRT 11 ^ 3TTA?if "sA Rl^ fRR# ^ Rl^ lA rA^ ftRAr 

fR RRTRRf f^RfARTO"! fRT RlAf A ArR RTT RTTR 
fRTRT RI^tAt RTR^ RRRrt ArH^ ArR % RR RT fARfAcT R f%RT 
RTRT ^:R^ ft "^fA^ tl RTRf rA 3(tA A 1-10-75 A 




[»rTii—3(ii)] 


»1RtT TTsm : 29, 2003/3ni5m 8, 1925 


26-3-80 ^ ^ TT 3T^ tr%'ft ^t 

^ ^ ft‘^ ^ ft I ft# 

^aft^rni%sq^tpkH57ft, 

fti 


afto f^o ( ) Ho : 24/2002 

«t>4^Kl #T, ^<1^11 Hl5)<i HT^, ■>?!# 

-uHf 


3n«ff ^ srqft '?PT«ftT ft #. ft. 2003 ( 1 ) ttst^^tpt 

ftsT 342 ^>1^ ft^, T^^T.TJi^.ft. 1996 (1) 116 

<,IH3>HK 'iKtl '4«H ^ yfoMlf^a 

f#5RTt ^ «t>l^ ft t 

•3TcT: 'SrftftftffttT f^'Mi '»imi ft f^ H^sei yu’^eh 

41<=hl^< SKI # *1ICrfl<IH ftt 

Wi ^ f4»^l viiMi 3i;jr^4 3#%Tft I arcT: ^rftfw 

%^^5n?nft%aRTn#fftft^'5n«ff^ft^ftr^'q^ ftrqftpT 

ftt cT*TT ft?H ftr •ST^TT Tlfft ^ I 

3TR 05-8-2003 ftt '^NIcri’M 
ft* ^-^WWI 

M 7 2003 

^,33r. 3303.—1947 (1947 
^ 14 ) ^ ^ 17 ^ ft’, 3ft^ 

ftNjftr ft^ ■5FT^ % 3ift«nm % sftr 

%■ (ft^ 

■#o fto 24/2002) “sft ^chtf^m ot)<4) ft, ftt eft 

06-11-2003 ftt■STT^^aPTT «n I 

[ft, 1^.-12012/15/2002“3TI^. 3TR. (#. I)] 
3T^ ^hK, vMf^<=Mft 

New Delhi, .he 7th November, 2003 

S.O. 3303.—in Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(jovemment hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. 24/2002) 
of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Jodhpur now as 
shown in the Aimexure in the Industrial Dilute between 
the employers in relation to the management of State Bank 
of Bikaner and Jaipur and their workman, which was 
received by the Central (jovemment on 06-11 -2003. 

[No. L-12012/15/2002-IR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

3ftdini«h 8nT'^'<UH^ 

mIoihI’I 3^ri<cbi0 : 41+ial ftRIT ^Kii, 38Ro t^o fto "^o 


4f<=H '^iT'h 223, ftH^ 

3TTftp?r, ftt«T5^ ... .3Tsrmf 

4HR4!ini : — 

( 1 ) 

(2) ^niTsft yP^PHl^ sft'iTft^^^lK^-^^o 
3iWrjf?T 

3-7-2003 ' 

^ 'iM ft 

sF#^ T^O 120l2/15/2002/'37l^» 37Ro (#o I) Iftftafr 
28-6-2002 ^ '»iR>< Pi*-1 3Tf#ft#T'5^'^TP1TcFTtft 

ftffttrl^ft ;— 

<+Hicrl4 ^ iK|i<u| ^ tft 

15-7-2000 ft ftr ■qr mc^iPh 4 i# 

V<hM \ viiHi 3pT(d T^ft^rft ? ' ^P^ Hg7 ft arfft^gnft 
^ T1?TT ^ ^ft ? ” 

w ftrftyr ^ ft wftft ^ ^ tP<»!^4 P4<4 ( 

ftt 'siM ftrtftn 3iign [^*<1 ^Rl, 3nftf "# ftlTft 

23-1-2003 

'*tFT-R^'ftt'^FPT'^I?T'fft^ ■'1^20-3-2003 "ftlft# Pi*ia '#'’1^, 
20-3-2003 ftt 16-5-2003 

^4] Pl*l<l *ft '1^, 1^414> 16—5“2003 4>1 'R 91# *^1 

Hit’ll si®t> ft ini'll ^'SRT"fft^ft f«h*<i "fft) qts 

snft "^cllft ft TtSRTTft I 3TT^"Sn# 

ft *<i'i-‘*T? PtiHi M^i ft I •3TtT: 

ftftftifftftf ^ft^ft ft ** =ft^ Iqqm *1^7IF "ftlft 

("ft Stfrd 

ftt^Tlftl 

3iraHtnft 

■snftf ^ '5iT#TT-'q^ ^ ^ anft ^^wft ft 

ft “'eftf "^tlft 

(ft PS'H^e MlKtl ft ” I 

3i[qPi4H 3TT^ 3-7-2003 'ftf t^ft '<ii'«4ici4 
ft’F^ftT^^ ’^4 1 » I 4I I 
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